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ABSTRACT
Gang members commit a disproportionate amount of i:;rime, especially violent crime, in
the United States. An estimated 3,340 homicides were committed by gangs in 1997
(Maxson, Curry, & Howell, 2002). Considering that the national homicide total was
18,210 in 1997 (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1998), gangs were involved in 18% of
homicides nationwide. In addition, the 1997 National Youth Gang Survey also estimated
that 42% of youth gangs were involved in the distribution of illegal drugs (Maxson et al.,
2002). As research has indicated, gangs and the reason people join gangs are a complex
social phenomenon. Although we know more about gangs than in the past, seldom is this
knowledge utilized in program development and implementation. The following paper
integrates theories and research on gang history, gang formation, characteristics of the
contemporary gang, with current methods of gang intervention. A comprehensive
analysis of the Gangster Disciples is utilized to understand the complexity of gang
formation and how suppression efforts of law enforcement and other government
agencies without other types of intervention can compound gang problems. Gang
intervention requires collaboration of multiple disciplines and the family to be successful.
Understanding the complexity of gang formation and reasons that individuals join the
gang is vital to successful intervention and treatment.
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INTRODUCTION
Gangs are a disruptive force in communities across the United States. In major
cities such as Chicago and Los Angeles, gangs permeate nearly all facets of community
and family life. Although gangs have been a focus of researchers for decades, our
understanding of them has not moved significantly beyond the ground-breaking research
The Gang published by Frederic Thrasher in 1927. What Thrasher detailed and what
remains true today is that gangs are not formed in a vacuum. Instead, they emerge from
tears in the social fabric of society and the everyday life of individuals. Gang formation
is a complex social phenomenon that results primarily when community and family units
fail to meet the needs of youth.
Similar to the Durkheimian theory on the inevitability of crime, there will always
be groups within society that will be labeled gangs (Shelden et al., 1997). There is
considerable debate about what constitutes a gang and who qualifies as a gang member.
The term "gang" cannot be taken to mean a single social phenomenon but instead is a
combination of experiences, motives, and patterns by which youth can assemble and
identify (Shelden et al., 1997). How gangs are defined is often a highly political issue
that represents the various vested interests of law enforcement, researchers, politicians,
social workers, and the media.
The current paper discusses the history of gang formation and theory in the
United States. Also discussed are characteristics of the contemporary gang and why
youth choose to join gangs. In relation to gang formation and structure, several
intervention techniques are also discussed. A historical review of the Gangster Disciples
is also utilized to demonstrate the current complexity of gangs in the United States.
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CHAPTER 1: HISTORY OF GANGS IN TIUL p.s.
When people mention the word gangs, most think ofa fairly new phenomenon
that grew out oflarge, diversified cities such as Los Angeles and New York. However,
gangs are not a new phenomenon. Youth have formed groups since the beginning of
time. Some groups have been called gangs while many were called rowdies, bad kids,
troublemakers, etc. Youth gangs are not an invention ofthe 20th century, for these groups
existed since at least the early 14th and 15 th centuries in Europe (Shelden, Tracy, &
Brown, 1997). These gangs experienced conflict with rival gangs and utilized ribbons to
identify themselves. Gangs were also observed in France in the Middle Ages and
reportedly existed in Germany in the 1 ?1h and 18th centuries (Covey, Menard, and
Franzese, 1992).
Youth gangs have been a part ofthe urban landscape in the United States for over
200 years (Fagan, 1996). The earliest reports of adult gangs in America appeared around
the tum of the 19th century on the Lower East Side ofNew York City (Yablonsky, 1997).
These early gangs had names such as the Pug Uglies, the Dead Rabbits, the Five Points,
and the Bowery gangs. An early study by the Illinois State Police noted that a gang
called the Forty Thieves was founded in New York around 1820; this is believed to be the
first youth gang in the United States (Goldstein, 1991). Gang fights during this time
typically involved fist fights and sometimes involved the use ofbaseball bats, stones and
early forms ofthe blackjack (Yablonsky, 1997; Sante, 1991). Because most guns were of
the single shot variety, casualties were held to a minimum during this time period
(Egendorf, 2001).
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Gangs were territorial and had a general disrespect for police, qualities that are
shared with the contemporary gang (Yablonsky, 1997). Although most of the behavior
displayed by gangs during these times was deviant, it was normal in the particular
neighborhood context in which it occurred (Yablonsky, 1997). Senseless violence was
not a part of the gangs' method of operation although illegal liquor sales, theft, and
particularly politics were closely integrated with gang activities of that era (Yablonsky,
1997).
Throughout the 19th century, gangs also began emerging in large cities of the
Northeast and Chicago and other industrial centers of the Midwest (Fagan, 1996). Gangs
during this time occasionally joined forces in order to protect the neighborhood from
rival gangs and were united against the police (Fagan, 1996). In the early 20th century,
gangs also formed in the Mexican immigrant communities of California and the
Southwest (Bogardus, 1943).
As evidence of the gang problem in the Midwest, Thrasher (1927) identified
1,300 street gangs in the economically disadvantaged neighborhoods of industrial
Chicago in the 1920s. Thrasher (1927) argued that the rise of gangs was an indication of
the deteriorating neighborhood and shifting populations that accompanied
industrialization of the city. These changing populations typically lived in the interstitial
areas between the central city and the industrial regions that surrounded it. Like New
York and Philadelphia, the Chicago gangs were comprised mostly of children of
European immigrants, mostly from Poland, Italy, and Ireland, as well as Germany,
Russia, and Sweden (Fagan, 1996). Thrasher (1927) identified fewer than 8% of the
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gangs as "negro" 1 and none were Hispanic. Gangs mostly of European descent operated
until the 1920s and 1930s.
A new era of adult gangs was introduced with the Roaring Twenties. This era
marked the beginning of the modern gangs' involvement in the commerce of illegal drugs
such as heroin (Yablonsky, 1997). Frank Tannenbaum (1939) described the phases of
graduation of Chicago gangs into committing more serious crimes during this period.
Gang members during this time began to also become involved in the more serious
crimes of pick-pocketing, extortion, car theft, holdups, and sometimes murder
(Tannenbaum, 1939). These gangs were less cohesive than previous gangs, had less
emphasis on camaraderie among members, and were clearly more violent (Yablonsky,
1997). Drive-by shooting, created by Al Capone, was also introduced during this era, as
was the sensationalism of such violent behavior (Yablonsky, 1997). The automatic
weapon became available during the post-World War I years, further increasing gang
related violence (Egendorf, 2001). Homicide rates for adolescents in the U.S. rose from
1.28 per 100,000 to 3.45 per 100,000 between 1940 and 1946 (Egendorf, 2001).
Despite their violent intergang and intragang conflicts, gangs maintained close
ties with political and social elites (Yablonsky, 1997). Gangsters during this time were
involved in a variety of political maneuvers and were also used in management-labor
conflicts, the control of liquor sales, prostitution, and gambling (Yablonsky, 1997).
Violence was a means of establishing and maintaining these somewhat socially
acceptable behaviors. Most gangsters were supported either implicitly or explicitly by
community leaders, politicians and citizens.
1

African-American populations in Chicago only reached 6.9% of the total population by 1930 (Chicago
Public Library, 2007)
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The majority of gangs during this time were classified by their national, religious,
or racial background (Yablonsky, 1997). Gangs were primarily made up of immigrants
of Irish, Italian, or Jewish decent. Gangs comprised of African Americans and Latino
descent did not begin to emerge in the large cities until after World War II (Fagan, 1996).
The emergence of African American and Latino gangs evolved as these minority groups
began to migrate to urban areas of the United States, just as with the immigrant
populations earlier. Gangsters such as Vito Genoveses, Lucky Lucianos, Bugsy Siegels,
and Frank Costellos also emerged out of this period as role models for today's gangsters.
Exotic forms of initiation for these gang members included cutting the wrist of the
new recruit and the wrists of the gang members, after which they pressed the wounds
against each other, thus creating the term "blood brothers" (Yablonsky, 1997). In the
l 920's, homicide became a common method of settling disputes over the operation of
illegal business (Yablonsky, 1997).
With the abolition of Prohibition, the early criminal gangs utilized the great
wealth they had gained through bootlegging and other illegal enterprises to become
involved in other types of rackets (Yablonsky, 1997). Criminal gangs began to involve
themselves in controlling unions, government building contracts, refuse removal services,
and extortion from legitimate businesses (Yablonsky, 1997).
Violent confrontations continued between gangs until the 1960's (Egendorf,
2001). Most confrontations during these times still only involved serious bodily injury
and death was rare. Gangs changed as a result of the August 1965 Watts riots (Egendorf,
2001). After the riots, groups such as the Black Panthers and Brown Berets (formed by
Hispanic students) were formed and began to enter the political arena (Egendorf, 2001).
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These groups were heavily involved in political protest against racial injustice and
prejudice. Gang violence and murder during this time continued to be primarily
committed due to territorial conflicts, a sense of being disrespected by anotper gang, and
revenge (Yablonsky, 1997). These justifications clearly remain in place dtµ"ing this time
period. With the introduction of gangbanging, drive-bys, the drug business, and more
lethal weapons, gangs of this period laid the foundation for the murderous violence which
would later be evidenced by more contemporary gangs (Yablonsky, 1997).
Homicide arrests of juveniles increased by 40% in the 1970s and "gang killings"
increased by more than 200% in the same decade (Miller, 1982).

It was also during this

period that the Crips and Bloods were formed (Egendorf, 2001). Raymond Johnson,
Stanley Williams and Jamiel Barnes founded the Crips in 1969. The Bloods were formed
in 1972 after a conflict between the Crips and another gang,. the Pirus (Egendorf, 2001).
The Pirus and other gangs who fought against the Crips joined together to become the
Bloods.
The 1970s also marked a tremendous decline in support by the government for the
inner city (e.g., decreased low-income housing allocations, relative declines in
transportation and community block grants, etc.) (Wacquant, 1992). Also in decline were
community-based institutions such as schools, legal and medical clinics, job training
centers, and libraries (Wacquant, 1992). The absence of employment and good paying
jobs is particularly important in understanding the attractiveness of illicit, income
generating opportunities that the gang provides 0/enkatesh, 1996). Employment
opportunities that existed in the urban poor areas of major cities for decades began to
decline in the mid-century postwar era (Drake & Cayton, 1993 ). Only after the l 960s,
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when legal, nonmenial employment grew sparse did drug selli:q.g take a dominant role in
ghetto economies. It was during the 1970s that the drug eco:qomy became a primary form
of income, not simply an activity on the side that could be used to supplement
government income maintenance programs.
Gang violence increased in the 1980s and began what many experts believe was
the contemporary gang era (Egendorf, 2001). It was during the 1980s that gangs p�gan to
increase the use of automatic weapons which lead to increases in homicide rates and the
killing of innocent bystanders. Another big influence in the rise of gangs during this time
was the increase in the exploitation of the drug market. Although drugs had been a part
of the gang landscape in previous decades, the introduction of"crack" - a cheaper form
of cocaine - meant that drugs were now more available to lower socioeconomic classes.
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CHAPTER 2: GANGSTER DISCIPLES
History of the Gangster Disciples
The Gangster Disciples (GD) have a long history complete with stories of
violence, deceit, extortion, political activity, and narcotic sales. They have benefited
from societal vulnerability of nruve and apathetic journalists, politicians, religious
leaders, and government officials. They were originally formed in 1974 and included
approximately 60 members (Knox & Fuller, 1995). The GD have now evolved into what
many gang experts believe to have been the single largest and most notorious gang of the
20th century. The GD are heavily involved in drug trafficking with a centralized criminal
organization as complex as many Fortune 500 companies. The GD now have an
estimated 30,000 members in Chicago alone with several thousand members located in at
least 35 other states (Knox & Fuller, 1995). In total, it is estimated that the gang
membership for the GD is estimated between 50,000 and 100,000 (National Drug
Intelligence Center [NDIC], 2003).
The origins of the GD can be traced to the 1960s with a South Side Chicago gang
called the Devil's Disciples. The founders of the Devil's Disciples were David
Barksdale, Shorty Freeman, and Don Derky (Weisel, 2002). The eventual founder and
leader of the GD, Larry Hoover, was also involved in this gang. David Barksdale, who
was one of the original founders of the Devil's Disciples, later split from the group and
formed the Black Disciples (BD) gang in 1966 (Weisel, 2002). David Barksdale is now
referred to in gang literature as "King David." During this time, Larry Hoover remained
a member of the Devil's Disciples. To this day, the Black Disciples and Gangster
Disciples remain bitter rivals (Knox, 2000a).
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By 1967, Hoover had merged his gang with a rival gang, King Cobras, and
formed Black Gangsters (BG) (NDIC, 2003). In late 1969, Hoover merged the Black
Gangsters with David Barksdale's Black Disciples gang and formed the Black Gangster
Disciple Nation (BGDN) - now known simply as the GD.
In 1974, David Barksdale died as a result ofa gunshot wound from rival gang
members (NDIC, 2003). As a result ofhis death, Barksdale is now referred to as a
legendary figure in gang mythology. Tbree major African-American gangs today pay
some tribute to Barksdale: the Black Disciples first and foremost still regard him as their
true king; the Gangster Disciples who acknowledge him as a historical figure; and the
Black Gangsters who arose out ofhis death, splintering away as a separate faction from
the BGDN (Knox, 1996a). Also as a result ofBarksdale's death, the BGDN
consequently broke into three factions - Gangster Disciples, Black Disciples, and Black
Gangsters, all ofwhich remain active today (NDIC, 2003). This splintering effect is a
naturally occurring social phenomenon that can occur in all gangs. Splintering usually
occurs when there is an internal dispute in the gang which is not resolved quickly,
thereby allowing a middle management gang leader to generate a "schism" which creates
a gang within a gang (Knox, 1996b).
Larry Hoover and the Rise of the Gangster Disciples
To make his mark in the Chicago gang scene, Larry Hoover and an associate
Andrew Howard kidnapped and murdered William Young, a drug dealer who refused to
pay them for a drug supply. Hoover was later found guilty ofthe kidnapping and murder
on November 5, 1973. Hoover and Howard both received sentences of 150 to 200 years
in the Illinois Department ofCorrections (Illinois DOC). Ironically, it was within the
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Illinois DOC that Hoover would begin to build his empire and make tpe GD one of the
most formidable gangs both within the prison system and on the streets of Chicago.
It was also during this time that many gangs began to form alliances within the
Illinois prison system. Until the late 1970s, there were several alliances, mostly informal,
and many rivalries among the gangs of Chicago. However, a turning point came when
informal alliances and rivalries collaborated to form two nations known as Peoples and
Folks (Shelden et al., 1997). This alliance began within the Illinois prison system when
the mostly white Simon City Royals agreed to provide drugs to inmates who belonged to
the Black Disciples in exchange for protection (Shelden et al., 1997). These gangs came
to be collectively called the Folks (and are represented in graffiti by a six-pointed star).
Shortly thereafter, and in response to this alliance, the Latin Kings aligned themselves
with the Vice Lords and formed the Peoples nation (represented by a five-pointed star).
These alliances transferred to the street and account for the majority of confrontations
that took place in the following decades and today. Under coalitions, gang conflicts are
even more dangerous because it involves numerous gangs. This explains why there are
more interracial gangs today, especially among blacks and Hispanics.
An example of how formidable the GD had become and how dedicated the group
was toward Hoover is found in a major prison riot that occurred at Pontiac prison in 1978
due to inmate overcrowding. The GD were heavily involved in the riot and many state
that Hoover was the mastermind behind the entire riot. During the Pontiac riot, three
Illinois DOC correctional officers were killed. Larry Hoover was indicted for
masterminding the riot, but the charges were later dropped because none of the GD
members were willing to testify against him.
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In 1979, an assassination attempt was made on Hoover in prison by a homosexual
BG member named "Nissan" (the BG became an enemy of the GD and remain so today).
By utilizing a homosexual inmate as the hitman, the BG were attempting to humiliate
Hoover. The plot did not work and the homosexual inmate died violently.
Hoover continued to grow in power and influence in the 1980s, eventually
gaining the title of "Chairman of the Board" of the GD (Knox, 2000a). From his prison
cell, Larry Hoover reorganized the gang, structuring it like a corporation with a hierarchy
and detailed sets of rules. Hoover's organizational plan assigned positions within the
organization and outlined specific duties for the members. The hierarchy allowed
Hoover greater control of the members of the GD and allowed the gang's membership to
grow to over 20,000 members during the l 980s (NDIC, 2003). The reorganization also
gave Hoover greater control over the drug distribution of powdered and crack cocaine,
marijuana, and heroin in eight states (NDIC, 2003).
Compounding problems with the rise in the number of gang members within the
prison system, the release of many gang members came earlier than expected. Around
1980, the Illinois DOC initiated the controversial early release program (Perkins, 1987).
The program was developed to control an overwhelming prison population that forced
some institutions to place four inmates in a two-man cell. The program was also initiated
because inmate advocacy programs were also claiming that they had programs that could
help inmates adapt to community life. Gang leaders returning to the streets had an
immediate ripple effect on the emergence of street gangs (Perkins, 1987). Compared to
the street gangs of the 1960s, the emergence of street gangs in the 1980s were destined to
be more violent and devastating (Perkins, 1987).
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During the 1990s the GD continued to expand its drug activities and attempted to
improve its image by creating various community and political organizations. Two such
efforts included the creation of organizations such as the Growth and Development
Organization and 21st Century V.O.T.E. (Voices of Total Empowerment) (NDIC, 2003).
Both of these organizations allowed the GD to exert political p�essure over local
governments and Chicago communities. In fact, under the guise Af the "Growth and
Development" organization, Walter "Gator" Bradley, who was the chief political activist
for the GD, was able to establish a personal meeting with President Clinton in the White
House on January 24, 1994 (Knox, 2000a). The GD gained so much positive attention
from this meeting that they were able to slate several persons to run for office in
Chicago's city council elections (Knox, 2000a).
Not surprisingly, it was also during this time these "community organizations"
were being created by the GD that Hoover began serious efforts to win parole. Hoover's
August 10, 1993 parole hearing demonstrated his ability to orchestrate a large public
relations campaign for his release. Hoover presented a petition for his release with over
5,000 signatures from his home community (Knox & Fuller, 1995). One witness later
interviewed, however, stated that members of the GD showed up at her door one night
and told her, rather than asked her, to sign the petition (Knox & Fuller, 1995).
During Hoover's 1995 parole hearing, two college professors were brought in to
testify on his behalf (Knox & Fuller, 1995). One of these was Clemens Bartollas, a
professor of sociology at the University of Northern Iowa. Professor Bartollas continued
to support Hoover and the GD efforts publicly by writing editorials in the Chicago
Tribune defending Englewood High School's controversial gang program that involved
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gang members acting as hall monitors. These "hall monitors" would physically punish
students who violated discipline codes or did not attend school (Knox, 2000a). Hoover
would eventually appear before the parole board thirteen different times, being rejected
each time, before he would eventually enter the federal prison system as a result of
federal prosecution (Knox, 2000a).
In the summer of 1993, Hoover also engineered a major gang organization
accomplishment: he sponsored a big GD picnic in rural Kankakee County, Illinois at a
private farm (Knox, 2000a). Approximately 10,000 GD members attended the picnic
which made it perhaps the largest gang gathering ever recorded in U.S. history (Knox,
2000a). Amazingly, Hoover would make a call from his relative comfort in the Vienna
minimum security facility, and speak to the thousands of GD present at the picnic over a
load speaker system that was set up for the event (Knox, 2000a).
Another major event for the GD occurred in the fall of 1993. In October, the GD
organized a "peace treaty" with Crips and GD sympathizers from all over the United
States (Knox, 2000a). As a result of this "peace treaty," the Crips also aligned
themselves with the Folk nation. This alliance still remains in effect today. As the
alliance spread nationally, it basically forced the Bloods to align themselves with the
People nation (Knox, 2000a).
Hoover's ability to operate his gang from behind bars amazes people who do not
understand the operation of modem gangs. Operating a gang within prison was
especially easy in the Illinois DOC, who had a long history of providing special
privileges to gang leaders such as Hoover. Quickly after his sentencing, Hoover was able
to utilize his power as a gang leader to facilitate a transfer to the Vienna Correctional
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Center in Viena, Illinois - a minimum security, college campus style institution with no
fences. It is especially puzzling to others how a gang leader serving a life sentence for
murder could have authority over prison officials. One explanation is that prison officials
and gang members believed that Hoover held the power of life and death in his hands.
Hoover's authority was so great that he was able to ensure through a memorandum to his
troops in 1981 that no GD member incarcerated in the Illinois DOC assaulted a
correctional officer without his direct authorization (Knox, 2000a). Any unauthorized
assaults against prison staff by a GD member was viewed as a violation of gang laws set
forth by Hoover. Larry Hoover was able to utilize orders such as these to negotiate with
prison administrators and gain access to minimum correctional facilities such as the
Vienna Correctional Center.
Given the lack of restrictions located at the minimum security facility, Hoover
was able to enhance his ability to administer his gang. Hoover had constant access to
visitors and phones, enabling him to communicate with GD within the prison system and
on the street. In addition, when new GD members were received at the facility, Hoover
would arrange a meeting with them and give them marijuana, cigarettes, money,
whatever they wanted, and cultivate potential middle-management leaders in this way
(Knox, 2000a). Knox and Fuller (1995) report from several sources that during this time
gangs often controlled facilities within the Illinois DOC and that correctional officers
were intimidated by them. These sources also reported that if officers refused to allow
friends or relatives to bring contraband into the facility, then the correctional officers
would be shown photographs of their homes, wives, and children by the gang members
(Knox & Fuller, 1995).
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During this time, the Illinois DOC had a very confused and vulnerable policy on
gang issues (Knox & Fuller, 1995). One problem was that they denied a gang problem
existed in the correctional facilities. The other problem was that they would often
negotiate with gang members and allow them to hold banquets and picnics on their
''Nation days," thereby undermining the authority of line correctional officers who were
forced to deal with these gang leaders on a daily basis (Knox & Fuller, 1995).
In addition to the Illinois prison system, the GD were also able to influence other
public agencies and programs such as school systems, government grants, and police
departments. In the fall of 1993 a "gang peace/truce summit meeting" was being held in
Chicago. Students at the Englewood High School were summoned to the auditorium
with teachers to attend an "awards ceremony" (Knox & Fuller, 1995). The awards
ceremony involved giving out awards for "Community Service" and "leadership
excellence" to gang leaders - including Hoover himself who was incarcerated in the state
penal system (Knox & Fuller, 1995). Englewood Assistant Principle, Dr. Nehemiah
Russell, would later write a preface for the GD, book entitled From Gangster Disciple to

(J'he Blueprint) Growth & Development (Knox, 1999). The book was short (110 pages)
and had a unique format - the ink color on the entire inside page printing was in blue ink,
coinciding with the gang's color pattern (blue/black) (Knox, 1999). The book and the
press release information designed to promote the book described Hoover as someone
who rose from being a dysfunctional illiterate with a speech impediment to become a
great community leader (Knox, 1999). This book also presented Hoover as a political
prisoner. The book also was very sophisticated and included a number of gang beliefs
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and public relations gimmicks so that others could start their own version of the GD in
their neighborhood just by reading the book (Knox, 1999).
In the fall of 1994, Hoover was transferred out of the minimum security facility at
Vienna and into a higher security level facility at Dixon, Illinois (Knox, 2000a). At this
point, officials with the Illinois DOC knew that sufficient evidence had been gathered on
Hoover and that he was about to be indicted on federal drug charges. However, even at
the more secure facility, Hoover enjoyed some of the same benefits given to him at
Vienna. Hoover was "employed" in the visiting room of the facility where he had visits
everyday and ate steak sandwiches, milk shakes, and chicken from the "grill" in the
visiting room (Knox, 2000a). Hoover never ate off of the "main line" in the chow hall of
the facility.
In August 1995, however, 39 GD members and leaders were indicted on Federal
narcotics distribution charges (NDIC, 2003). The official codename for the federal
investigation was Operation HEADACHE (Knox, 2000a). U.S. Attorney Jim Bums
boasted that the five year federal investigation leading to these indictments had "tom the
head off of the snake" of the GD (Knox & Fuller, 1995). The investigation of Hoover
and the GD involved some unique methods of gathering intelligence. Visitors who would
come to see Hoover at the Vienna Correctional Facility were given special visitor badges
and inserted between the thick lamination of the visitor badges were subminiature radio
frequency transmitter devices (Knox, 2000a). These devices were designed to provide a
listening station so that investigators could hear everything that was said during Hoover's
visits. This sting operation was later uncovered when a visitor walked out of the
institution and kept the badge as a souvenir of visiting Hoover (Knox, 2000a). On his
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way home, the visitor was still able to be monitored. However, the visitor was so proud
that he was able to visit "King Larry" that he kept playing with it and noticed a small
bulge in the middle of the badge and took it apart (Knox, 2000b). Certainly Hoover was
made aware of this development, but it was too late.
A large amount of incriminating evidence had already been gathered in the
months prior to this discovery. Hoover himself was also indicted on these charges and
was subsequently convicted in 1997. As a result of the conviction, Hoover was
transferred from his cozy cell in Illinois to a federal prison in Colorado (NDIC, 2003).
Knox and Fuller (1995) predicted several short and long term impacts of the
federal prosecution of Hoover and other GD leaders. One prediction was the succession
effect: other gangs would exploit the void left by the GD, just as the GD expanded during
the 1980s when Jeff Fort's El Rukn gang was being targeted by federal prosecutors
(Knox & Fuller, 1995). Projected beneficiaries of the succession effect included the
Black P. Stone Nation, who were bitter enemies of the GD, and the Black Gangsters and
Black Disciples, both of whom were once factions of the GD.
Knox (2000a) later found that the displacement of the GD positively impacted
several gangs in the Chicago area. As predicted, the Black P. Stone Nation, BG, and BD
were among these beneficiaries. However, another gang who was not originally
predicted to benefit actually benefited the most- the Latin Kings (Knox, 2000a). It
appeared from field interviews with gang members that the Latin Kings began to "set up
shop" in several locations that were once controlled by the GD. The fact that they lost
some territory does not, however, mean that the GD were disappearing. True to the laws
of displacement where one geographical area "tightens up" and begins a "zero-tolerance"
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campaign to arrest for certain offenses, neighboring communities without this level of
attention and control become the primary choice for offenders to move their business
(Knox, 2000a). Therefore, the GD simply did not disappear but instead began to move
their business to areas outside of Chicago and throughout the United States.
Knox and Fuller (1995) predicted that long-term impacts of the federal
prosecution may include significant membership demoralization, significant
organizational destabilization, substantial collateral impact, a strong deterrent effect, and
some restoration of public confidence in law enforcement's ability to counteract the gang
threat. Because the GD were a centralized authoritarian formal organization, it was
predicted that if members no longer viewed the gang leaders as invincible, then they
would become demoralized. The sentencing of Larry Hoover and the conviction of
several other leaders of the GD almost completely deposes the charismatic leadership and
leaves an internal leadership void. Hoover's life sentence also exposed the vulnerability
of the gang's "divine" leader and, by extension, the gang itself. Additionally, gang unity
would also be fractured as members vie for leadership positions that had been vacated.
Knox (2000a) later found through field interviews that the demoralizing effect
was demonstrated in several areas: (1) members of the GD appeared reluctant to take
positions of authority fearing federal prosecution, (2) a number of GD members did
indeed defect to other gangs, and (3) the actual defection of some high-level GD leaders
inside the ILLINOIS DOC. Perhaps the most demoralizing effect of the GD prosecution
was the fact that a number of witnesses came forward to testify against gang members
and leaders (Knox, 2000a). Often times, communities which were infiltrated by the GD
had the false perception that the GD were invincible which filled citizens with fear and
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apathy (Knox & Fuller, 1995). Therefore, large scale prosecutions such as those of the
GD help to calm these fears and restore faith and confidence in law enforcement.
Also predicted was that the gang would lose a sense of the gang's history and
decision-making ability. While located in federal prison, as opposed to the state prisons
of Illinois, Hoover would no longer be able to sponsor "parties" in his correctional center
to impress staff and other inmates. These changes would cause significant organizational
destabilization. Knox (2000a) found that this effect was evident in the fact that there are
a number of relatively autonomous GD "sets" operating today. Evidence of any
autonomy within the gang was impossible prior to Hoover's conviction. In Chicago, the
epicenter of the GD gang, there were a number of gangs cited who called themselves GD
but their symbols and written materials bared little or no resemblance to the original gang
operation (Knox, 2000a). Therefore, the federal prosecution allowed emulated versions
of the GD to form outside of the Chicago area. This phenomenon is also seen with other
gangs such as the Crips and the Bloods who do not operate with a central authority
figure.
Knox and Fuller (1995) further hypothesized that given the gang threat of the GD
and with GD leadership effectively neutralized, gang members who may have wanted to
defect from the gang would more readily do so and cooperate with investigators. As
stated earlier, some evidence of this impact has been evident in the fact that many GD
leaders had "laid down their flag" in the Illinois DOC (Knox, 2000a). However, the
biggest impact can be seen in the Illinois DOC's stance on gangs. Certainly, the GD
were the most formidable gang within the Illinois DOC and the federal prosecution made
it easier to strengthen rules and regulations related to gang activity in the prisons (Knox,
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2000a). The Illinois DOC implemented major policy changes which made it harder for
gangs to operate as they did in the past. More importantly, negotiating with gang leaders
no longer was tolerated among prison administrators.
Knox and Fuller (1995) also predicted a deterrent effect based upon the federal
prosecution of the GD. Other gangs would see the negative impacts of becoming a
supergang and being targeted for federal prosecution efforts. Therefore, prosecution may
achieve the deterrent effect of forcing gangs into a more localized, less formal style of
organization. In addition, gang leaders throughout the United States who may have
lusted for Hoover's power would see the negative consequences of having the spotlight
placed upon them. Evidence of this phenomenon is much harder to find. Although the
GD appear to have a much less centralized control over gang operations, gangs have
continued to thrive in Chicago and throughout the United States. In addition, Knox
(2000a) was able to report that gangs within the Illinois DOC are functioning much like
they did in the past. Confidential informants report that weekly written reports continue
to flow up the chain of command from lower level leaders directly to Larry Hoover in
some condensed or verbal format regarding major topics of concern (Knox, 2000a).
The conviction of these leaders of the GD, however, did not impede the gangs'
growth. Instead it prompted the geographic expansion of group members who wanted to
stay clear of federal prosecutors in the Chicago area (NDIC, 2003). The gang expanded
to smaller cities and regions in Illinois and other states. By 1999, members of the GD
were distributing drugs in 42 states (NDIC, 2003). Simply removing the top leadership
did nothing to remove an organization that for years existed as an underground economy
in drug sales (Knox, 2000a). As an example of the volume of drugs the gang transports
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and distributes, one home occupied by GD members in Atlanta was raided in May 2001
and seized were 800 pounds of marijuana (NDIC, 2003).
The one area of the GD that appears to be most affected by the federal
prosecution is the political aspect of the gang. No longer is Hoover able to amass
thousands of GD members for political rallies and picnics (Knox, 2000a). In addition,
political fronts such as 21 st Century V.O.T.E. have lost their momentum. Also, few today
would be able to be "conned" or "snowed" into thinking that the GD are truly concerned
about "Growth and Development" for their communities (Knox, 2000a). Knox (2000a)
warns, however, that although the federal prosecution diminished the GD political
capabilities, the gang still remains involved in the Chicago political scene in some
capacity.
Larry Hoover remains the gang's leader and is currently incarcerated in the
Bureau of Prisons Administrative Detention Facility in Florence, Colorado (NDIC,
2003). Obviously being in federal custody has curtailed his ability to micromanage gang
operations. Knox (2000a) describes the GD of today as a "new society, somewhat on
their own, facing the situation where they will never be able to communicate directly
with their leader" (52). It is very possible that new leaders could emerge within the gang.
Some GD members, however, still state that Hoover's authority remains unquestioned,
and to a limited extent, he still sets the policy for the gang (Knox, 2000a).
Characteristics of the Gangster Disciples
Currently, the GD remain the largest and most powerful group within the Folk
Nation alliance system. As stated earlier, these "nations," or gang alliances, were formed
primarily to protect alliance members within the prison system. The alliance is strong
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within the prison system but weakens once a member is released (NDIC, 2003). The
Folk Nation alliance also includes BD, Imperial Gangsters, International Posse, La Raza,
Latin Disciples, Spanish Gangster Disciples, Party People, and Satan Disciples (NDIC,
2003). Folks often use the term "eeples" as a derogatory term toward all Peoples gang
members (Knox & Fuller, 1995). Folks also utilize the phrase "Eye to eye, we never die,
we just multiply" as a group solidarity expression (Knox & Fuller, 1995). Although the
BD also fall under the Folk nation, at times they will engage in conflicts over turf and
drug territories with the GD (Knox, 1996a).
The GD main enemies include all People Nation gangs, although the Vice Lord
Nation and Black Peace Stone Nation are more bitter rivalries (NDIC, 2003). As stated
earlier, the People Nation, which was also created to protect alliance members within the
prison system, is the rival alliance of the Folk Nation (NDIC, 2003). Similar to the Folk
nation, People nation gangs utilize a phrase "Five to the sky, the six gotta die" for group
solidarity. Rival gangs have special "put downs" or insults for GD. They often call
Disciples "Donuts" and call GD "Glazed Donuts" (Knox & Fuller, 1995).
Another bitter rival to the GD are the BG, also known as the ''New Breed." The
BG are not aligned with the People nation. Instead, the rivalry between the BG and the
GD can be traced back to the fact that the BG are a splinter group that originated within
the BGDN (Knox, 1996a).
As stated earlier, while incarcerated Larry Hoover was able to create a highly
organized structure with centralized leadership that coordinates the distribution of large
amounts of illicit drugs. It is believed through Hoover's memorandums and letters to his
"troops" that this formal organization of the GD came about in 1981 (Knox, 2000a). It

Historical Analysis of Gangs 30
was also during this time that the prison-based GD also became called the "Brothers of
the Struggle (B.O.S.)" (Knox, 2000a). BOS became an all-encompassing identifier not
only for GD who were incarcerated in prison, but in jails, and juvenile institutions (Knox,
2000a). Hoover's organization also featured an application process for entry into the
gang as well as a background check in the same way that United Parcel Services or IBM
cautiously investigates potential employees (Knox & Fuller, 1995).
Under this organizational chart, Larry Hoover was assigned as the "Chairman of
the Board" who is responsible for creating policy and for controlling activity through two
boards of directors (Weisel, 2002). The two Board of Directors, whom are assigned by
the Chairman, establish policy and amend gang laws, approve programs, educate gang
members, and hear all complaints and grievances for the Disciple nation (Weisel, 2002).
One Board of Directors is composed of five incarcerated gang members and the other
board is composed of five gang members on the street (NDIC, 2003). The Board of
Directors oversees and coordinates the activities of Governors/Institutional Coordinators
(NDIC, 2003). The Governors/Institutional Coordinators are also appointed by the
Chairman and are responsible for overseeing the functions of the gang at the geographical
location or facility to which they are appointed (Weisel, 2002). The
Governors/Institutional Coordinators are assigned to resolve disputes and collect weekly
dues from gang members (NDIC, 2003). The dues collected by the
Governors/Institutional Coordinators are used to fund the organization's operations, assist
members with legal problems, and provide money to the families of slain members
(NDIC, 2003). The Governor/Institutional Coordinator also communicates weekly with
the Chairman. Governors/Institutional Coordinators appoint a Regent/Unit Coordinator
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who they communicate with weekly to ensure that the laws and policies of the Disciples
are being followed (Weisel, 2002) [See Figure 1].
In the community, Street Enforcers are another position whose responsibility is to
ensure that members follow the Regents' orders. Also utilized are Soldiers, whose
responsibility is to distribute drugs and engage in other criminal activities (NDIC, 2003).
Furthermore, non-members who sell drugs on the gangs' turf are required to pay a street
tax, a portion of the profits they receive, to the organization (NDIC, 2003).
Within the correctional facilities, the Institutional Board Secretary, who is
appointed by the Chairman, distributes all literature for the Disciples, re-screens all
incoming and outgoing members, functions as an emissary of the Board of Directors, and
also communicates daily with the Chairman (Weisel, 2002). The Institutional Legal
Coordinator, who is appointed by the Chairman, is responsible for overseeing the legal
matters ofthe Disciples and also receives all complaints and grievances on members
(Weisel, 2002). The Educational Program Director, also appointed by the Chairman,
oversees the education of GD members at the institution, oversees classes and quizzes on
GD literature, and reports daily to the Chairman regarding the educational program
progress (Weisel, 2002). The Institutional Exercise Coordinator, appointed by the
Chairman, coordinates all sporting and social events and reports weekly to the Chairman
(Weisel, 2002) The Institutional Treasurer coordinates the Disciple's finances and
communicates weekly with all Unit Treasurers and the Institutional Coordinator (Weisel,
2002). Obviously, Hoover was able to set up a complex organization where he was
capable of"micro-managing" the organization at various prison facilities.
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Figure 1: Organizational Diagram of the Gangster Disciples

Chairman of the
Board

I
Board of Directors
Community

Board of Directors
Institutions

Institutional Board
Secretary

Institutional Legal
Coordinator

Educational Program
Director

Institutional Exercise
Coordinator

--

Regent

---

Institutional
Coordinator

-

Governor

Unit Coordinator

Institutional
Treasurer

Street Enforcers,
Soldiers

Historical Analysis ofGangs 33
As a stable and complex gang, most GD members are African American men in
their early 30s, although members range in age from 10 to 40 (NDIC, 2003). Women and
teenaged girls are allowed membership, but rarely exercise command or even symbolic
authority (Knox & Fuller, 1995). In this aspect, the GD are typical ofa centralized
authoritarian gang headed by males. Similar to male gang members, school-aged girls
are separated into a subsystem called the "Sisters ofthe Struggle" or "Intellectual Sisters"
(Knox & Fuller, 1995). All members are required to take an oath and memorize and obey
all gang rules and regulations. Members are also required to attend weekly meetings held
by Governors/Institutional Coordinators (NDIC, 2003). Members who violate the gang's
laws or miss weekly meetings are beaten.
As with any contemporary gang, members ofthe GD are recognized based upon
the symbols they utilize and clothing that they wear. The most common symbol
displayed by the GD is the six-point Star ofDavid (NDIC, 2003). From clockwise,
starting at the one o'clock position, the six-point star represents the gangs' six principles
oflove, life, loyalty, knowledge, wisdom and understanding (NDIC, 2003). The
principles are also called the universal laws ofexistence and/or the six principles of
"Growth & Development" (Knox & Fuller, 1995). The star is often seen in graffiti,
jewelry, and tattoos displayed by the gang members. Other symbols used by the gang
include upward-crossed pitchforks, hearts, wings, flames, crowns, devil's tails, the letters
GD, BGD, BOS, or numbers that have special significance to the gang (NDIC, 2003).
Members also wear the gang's colors ofblack and blue (NDIC, 2003). Some members
also wear their clothing to the right in order to demonstrate their allegiance with the Folk
Nation (NDIC, 2003). Examples ofsuch behavior include cocking their hat to the right,

Historical Analysis of Gangs 34
rolling up their right pants leg, crossing their arms to the right, or modifying shoe laces
on their right shoe (Knox & Fuller, 1995). The GD also code messages using the "7 4"
alphanumeric code system; where 7 stands for the seventh letter of the alphabet (G) and 4
stands for the fourth letter of the alphabet (D) (Knox & Fuller, 1995). A common coded
ritual of greeting for the GD is "All is One", just as "All is Well" is the greeting of the
Peoples gang members (Knox & Fuller, 1995). More common to the GD is the greeting
ritual of "What's Up G?", just as "What it Be?" is common among Peoples gang
members (Knox & Fuller, 1995).
As stated earlier, the primary source of income for the GD is the distribution of
powdered and crack cocaine, marijuana, and heroin. The gangs' Board of Directors
amass hundreds of thousands of dollars each year utilizing the wholesale distribution of
drugs, collection of membership dues, and extortion of nonmember retail distributors
(NDIC, 2003). Overall, it is estimated that the GD generate annual revenues in excess of
$100 million from narcotic sales and street taxes in Chicago alone (Knox and Fuller,
1995). A portion of the money generated by the distribution of drugs is laundered
through the GD political and charitable organizations such as the Growth and
Development Organization, 21st Century V.O.T.E., Save Our Children Foundation, and
Ghetto Prisoner Clothing, Inc (NDIC, 2003).
Members of the GD allegedly committed more than 300 homicides in the Chicago
area from 1994 through 1999 (NDIC, 2003). In addition, GD members regularly extort,
intimidate, assault, and commit homicide in many other cities and towns throughout the
United States (NDIC, 2003). Most violence is targeted at rival gangs or at dealers who
fail to pay extortion fees. It is obvious that despite the federal prosecution of 38 high-
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ranking gang members, the GD will remain one of the largest and most violent street
gangs in Chicago and the United States.
As demonstrated by the organizational change and growth experienced by the
Gangster Disciples, gangs represent a complex social phenomenon that cannot be studied
independently. Instead, gangs must be studied in regards to the social structures from
which they are formed. There are diverse sociological and psychological viewpoints
about the organization and behavior of gangs. This diversity can be explained by the
changing nature of gangs, by various time periods affecting changes in gang structure and
behavior, and perhaps most importantly, the ideology of the researcher. The next chapter
highlights some of the most prominent theories related to gang formation and structure.
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CHAPTER 3: GANG RESEARCH AND THEORIES
The pioneer group of researchers regarding gang activity emerged in the late
1930s and 1940s in and around the University of Chicago. Building on the research of
W. I. Thomas, Florian Znaniecki, George Herbert Meade, and Eugene Burgess, the
Chicago School pioneers contributed an enormous amount to our current understanding
of gangs (Yablonsky, 1997). The pioneers in the field during this time included Frederic
Thrasher, Frank Tannenbaum, Clifford Shaw, and Henry McKay (Yablonsky, 1997).
The researchers at this time relied heavily on participant-observation in which
they collected data directly from the gang members and studied case-history material
from offenders both in the community and within organizations. The Chicago School also
gave heavy emphasis to family disorganization as being one of the major causes of gang
activity (Yablonsky, 1997). Another basic assumption of the Chicago School was that
delinquency was normal activity in impoverished neighborhoods and that most offenses
were committed with the accompaniment of other gang members (Yablonsky, 1997).
Frederic Thrasher and The Gang
Frederic Thrasher produced the first extensive study of gangs based on his
research on the South Side of Chicago. Thrasher (1927) stated that "It is not only that the
habitat makes gangs, but what is of more practical importance, it is the habitat which
determines whether or not their activities shall assume those pervasive forms in which
they become a menace to the community" (ix).
Thrasher visualized the gang as a formal organization which maintained the
characteristics of the community from which it originates. Thrasher also emphasized that
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although gangs were not in themselves criminal, the gang did have a significant influence
on members' behavior. He explains the formation of gangs in the following quote:
Gangs, like most other social groups, originate under conditions that are typical
for all groups of the same species; they develop in definite and predictable ways,
in accordance with a form or entelechy that is predetermined by characteristic
internal processes and mechanisms, and have, in short, a nature and natural
history (Thrasher, 1927, 4).
Thrasher's exploratory study involved 1,300 gangs and lasted seven years. The
study included utilization of census and court records, personal observation, and personal
documents collected from gang boys and from persons who had observed gangs in many
contexts. Gangs were characterized as primarily a phenomenon of poor immigrant
communities. Of the 880 gangs examined for which race and ethnicity were known, only
45 were given as wholly American, 63 Negro, and 25 mixed colored and white. Of those
remaining, 351 were of mixed white nationality while 396 were dominantly or solidly of
a single nationality group.
Consistent with the theories of the Chicago school, Thrasher viewed gang
existence as it related to the disintegration of family life, ineffectiveness of schools,
formalism and extemality of religion, corruption and indifference in local politics, low
wages occupational settings, unemployment, and lack of opportunity for wholesome
recreation. These factors, coupled with deterioration of the slum as far as housing, give
the impression of disorganization and decay. The gang offers a substitute for what
society fails to give and provides relief from this suppression. Thrasher's theory
regarding the formation of gangs dismisses previous theories that identify gang behavior
as a collection of individual motives. Instead, Thrasher argued that the gang is a
formation of the society and the conditions of that society.
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Through the study of various gangs, Thrasher (1927) exhibited that no two gangs
are alike. These differences in gangs were seen to be due to the variety in the character
of its personnel combined with differences in physical and social environment. Gangs
varied in terms of membership, type of leaders, mode of organization, interests and
activities, and finally as to its status in the community. Thrasher found that the gang had a
sense of continuity, tradition and the development of a common tradition - a set of
memories that distinguish it from a mob pr crowd. The roles of gang members were
determined not by formal standards but by mechanisms of interactions in social
situations. Succinctly, Thrasher (1927, 46) defined the gang as:
an interstitial group originally formed spontaneously, and then integrated through
conflict. It is characterized by the following types of behavior: meeting face to
face, milling, movement through space as a unit, conflict, and planning. The
result of this collective behavior is the development of tradition, unreflective
internal structure, esprit de corps, solidarity, morale, group awareness, and
attachment to a local territory" (Thrasher, 1927, 46).
If conditions were favorable, the gang continued to exist on a natural evolution
from a loosely organized group into a solidified unit which represents the mature gang
(Thrasher, 1927). It sometimes became the criminal gang, but usually it became
conventionalized and sought to incorporate into structures within the community
(Thrasher, 1927). The gangs studied by Thrasher (1927) may imitate some social pattern
such as a club but maintains many of its original attributes. The solidified or mature gang
was also the result of longer development and more extended conflict (Thrasher, 1927).
The gangs studied by Thrasher (1927) had definite rules in regards to age.
Thrasher's (1927) study found that older members like to utilize the younger members,
who can make themselves serviceable in many ways, and many times they seemed to
enjoy the role of protector. Thrasher (1927) also observed that spare time away from
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school or work was very problematic for the young boy. The most important agency in
directing the spare time of the adolescent was the family (Thrasher, 1927). According to
Thrasher (1927), school, church, and the recognized agencies of recreation, which might
supplement the family, were substantially inadequate in gang communities. Thrasher
(1927) notes, "Gradually the gang usurps time usually given to school and work, and, by
supplanting home, school, church, and vocation, becomes the primary interest of the boy"
(66). Thrasher (1927) pointed out that the adolescent period is a time of physical and
social development. If these needs are not provided for by the conventional agencies,
they will be met in other ways. The gang stimulates the boy to an even greater extent for
excitement. Ordinary business and pleasure seem dull in comparison with the adventures
of the gang.
Also like contemporary gangs, Tprasher (1927) found that gangs were territorial
and seldom go into enemy territory. The gangs had to fight hostile groups to maintain its
play privileges, property rights, and physical safety of its members. Status as a gang
among gangs, as well as in the neighborhood and community, were usually maintained
through its prowess in fighting. Gang warfare was usually organized on a territorial
basis. Fights also arose out of retaliation for injuries once sustained and for the security
of certain economic interest vested in the exploitation of illicit business. This usually
involved the business of beer-running. Conflict with other gangs also played a notable
role in helping to define group boundaries and strengthen ties between gang members.
The gangs studied by Thrasher (1927) struggled against rival gangs, police, groups of
different races or nationalities, railroad detectives, school authorities, business owners,
and neighbors or parents. Thrasher (1927) learned that gangs were prone to form
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alliances for defensive and offensive purposes. Similar to gang-ridden neighborhoods of
today's society, victims did not even tell on assailants for their own protection and enable
them to enact their own form of vengeance.
Thrasher (1927) found that there were not as many informal social controls in the
American community as immigrants had previously experienced in their homeland.
American society had more individualistic standards than their homeland. He noted that
the gang "is one manifestation of the disorganization incident to cultural conflict among
diverse nations and races gathered together in one place and themselves in contact with a
civilization foreign and largely inimical to them" (Thrasher, 1927, 154). The heart of the
problem was trying to reconcile these divergent histories with each other and with
American society.
Thrasher (1927) recognized that the isolated life of gangland leads to the
development of a distinctive language and lifestyle that was important in maintaining
unity and controlling its members. He found that the gang developed its own
organization and codes in an independent or spontaneous fashion. The name of the gang
was of particular significance as a means of social control. The gang name provided a
common stimulus or values for all members as did symbols and gestures. As with the
contemporary gang, peculiarities of dress, signs, symbols, and secret wording further
enhanced control.
The gangs studied by Thrasher (1927) did not usually grow as large as to be
unwieldy in collective enterprises or to make intimate contacts and control difficult.
Most gangs that grew to large numbers became conventionalized. Thrasher (1927) also
discussed the formation of cliques within gangs. The establishment of cliques within
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gangs may also lead to the formation of two or more gangs. When opposition to the gang
becomes sufficiently powerful or well organized, the gang was likely to either
disintegrate or become a genuine secret society with centralized control and severe
discipline.
Thrasher (1927) spoke of specialization of criminal behavior within the gang.
Common enterprise required a division of labor within the gang. As the gang developed
complex activities, the position of the individuals within the group became more defined
and social roles become more sharply differentiated. What arose was a more or less
efficient and harmonious organization of persons, making possible collective action and
furthering interests of the group. Thrasher (1927) stated that "the significance of the
sociological conception of the personality - namely, as the role of the individual in the
group- comes out clearly in the study of the gang" (228). Every boy in the gang
acquired a personality that was formed by the discipline the gang imposed upon him.
The gang boy then cannot be studied intelligently or understood without incorporating the
gangs' role in his life. The conflict of the gang with outsiders and the execution of its
other enterprises and activities also resulted the social stratification in its membership.
Natural differences in physique also played a large role in determining the role that a
gang member takes. Fighting was one of the chief means for determining status within
the gang.
Status in other areas of society become unimportant to the boy, for the gang
became his social world. Acquiring a court record or being "put away" in an institution,
gave the boy prestige in the gang. By implementing punitive justice, society was simply
promoting his rise to power rather than punishing or reforming him (Thrasher, 1927).
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Agencies attempting to redirect the delinquent boy must reach him through his social
groups where an appeal can be made to his self image (Thrasher, 1927).
Accordiqg to Thrasher (1927), the leader of the gang had considerable power as
long as he did not abuse it. The characteristics of the leader was a response to the
personnel of his group in regards to age, interests, race, nationality, cultural background,
and so on. The chief trait of the leader in Thrasher's (1927) study was "gameness" ability to think clearly during a crisis and braveness in the face of danger. The leader
very often was able to back up his gameness with physical prowess. Thrasher (1927)
demonstrated the formation of the gang leader in the following quote: "Whjle H may
sometimes be true that a gang forms around a leader, the reverse is generally true: the
gang forms and the leader emerges as a result of interaction" (Thrasher, 1927, 243).
Gang leaders exercised strong authority over the members. Gang members sottght t)le
leader's approval prior to engaging in any enterprise. Thrasher (1927) found, p.owever,
that the leader must not become overbearing or he will be overthrown by the other gang
members. Leadership was not a monarchy and could be overthrown with failure of the
group.
Thrasher (1927) argued that punitive efforts should take into consideration the
social conditions of the gang boy and seek treatment to counter negative influences.
There are really only two ways to deal with the delinquent boy through the influence of
gangs: remove the boy completely away from the gangs' social world or to reform the
gang (Thrasher, 1927). Most law enforcement attempts have unsuccessfully attempted to
address the individual and completely ignored the reformation of the gang (Thrasher,
1927).

Historical Analysis of Gangs 43
For Thrasher (1927), crime prevention needed to become a community wide
program rather than the working of one particular institution. The first element in the
treatment of crime prevention, according to Thrasher (1927), was the coordination of
responsibility for crime prevention- namely, the community. Secondly, programming
must be based upon social research and not a superficial type of survey often employed
by social agencies (Thrasher, 1927). The third element in a crime-prevention program
involved the integration of services of all appropriate agencies with reference to each
individual case involving a child, a family, or gang (Thrasher, 1927). The fourth point
was to apply the preventative program systematically to all children in the qelinquency
area of the local community (Thrasher, 1927). All children would be involved in the
program selection process but only those who were at a distinct disadvantage to become a
criminal delinquent would be considered (Thrasher, 1927). Thrasher (1927) ijlso noted
that new agencies needed to be created where existing facilities were demopstrated to be
inadequate. Finally, an effective program would keep the public informed and educate
the community for support. (Thrasher, 1927)
Critics of Thrasher's (1927) work cite that it lacked analytical sophistication in
holding variables constant that may have provided further insight as to the nature of
gangs. Like many others who were of the Chicago school, the work also lacked a
formulated sociological hypothesis. Thrasher's (1927) work did, however, identify
processes and interrelationships that are of crucial significance to the study of
contemporary gangs. His study convinced him that juvenile delinquency was difficult to
control and he criticized conventional institutions for their failure to provide socializing
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experiences consistent with the needs of gang boys. He also highlighted the social gap
between adolescents and adults.
The nature of gangs in terms of typology, ongoing process, and behavioral
consequences still require further research, but Thrasher's (1927) work laid the
foundation for such analysis. The central questions that Thrasher (1927) addressed, gang
transmission, the growth of gangs, reasons for cohesion among gang members, the role of
threats, the importance of collective behavior, distinguishing adolescent grqup behavior
from gang behavior, and most importantly, the role of culture in understan4ing gangs,
remain relevant today (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996) as do his observations regarding the
role of structural variables and group process within the gang.
The Delfl'quent Subculture
During the 1950s, the concept of �ang subculture emerged as the prominent
theory to explain the development of street gangs (Perkins, 1987). One such theory was
found in the work of Albert Cohen (1955) who wanted to explain why youth who have
similar problems congregate and create their own group values which conflict with larger
societal values.
In Delinquent Boys: The Culture ofthe Gang, Cohen (1955) viewed the gang as a
subculture with value systems inverted from those found in traditional American culture.
Working-class children therefore utilized the gang as a mode of reaction and adjustment
to a dominant middle-class society that discriminated against them due to their lower
class position. This conflict produced what Cohen (1955) termed "status frustration."
The lower-class juvenile is presented with middle-class values through school and
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community activities. Middle-class norms such as orderliness, cleanliness, responsibility
and ambition are imposed on the lower-class juvenile and are met with sharp negativism.
Another researcher who developed a gang subculture theory was Walter B.
Miller. Miller (1959) supported Cohen's premise regarding gang subculture but added
two assumptions: (1) that obvious lower-class values exist, independent of other values;
and (2) that female-dominated households constitute an important part of lower class
lifestyle and represent a primary reason for the emergence of street-comer male
adolescent groups in lower-class neighborhoods (Shelden et al., 1997). Miller (1959)
also suggested that gang activity was, in part, an effort to prove masculinity. Young
males in female-dominated homes learn from "other" male role models. These role
models teach youth that masculinity is derived through toughness - physic&.) prowess,
lack of fear, and the view of women as sex objects.
In this process, females are exploited by gangsters in the "normal" process of
relating. Females are identified as conquest objects to prove and expand the masculinity
of the gangster (Miller, 1959). Those adolescents who were most prone to delinquency,
according to Miller (1959), are those who are confronted with the largest gap between
goals and possibilities for achieving those goals.
In their book The Gang, Bloch and Niederhoffer (1958) identified gang behavior
as normal adolescents striving for adult status. They asserted that gang behavior can be
seen in all cultures as a means of achieving adulthood and contended that the pattern was
more pronounced in cultures where youth were normally hindered from the opportunity
of manhood for a prolonged period of time. Bloch and Niederhoffer (1958) asserted that
when societies fail to make adequate preparations for adolescents to transform into
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adulthood, the youth will create their own culture for this transition, and they asserted
that the gang is this social form. In their perception, the only way for the delinquent's
transformation into adulthood is through the attainment of power and status (Bloch &
Niederhoffer, 1958). The delinquent is unable to gain the sense of power and status
individually and thus turn to the gang.
James F. Short and Fred Strodtbeck (1974) conducted a series of studies in
Chicago that contributed enormously to understanding gang behavior. Their approach
was consistent with the early poverty area research of Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay
(1942) and the group delinquency perspective found in the theories of Cohen l:j.Ild
Thrasher. Short and Strodtbeck (1974) determined that gangs had shifting memberships
and structure, with allegiances changing over time. Leadership among the gangs studied
by Short and Strodtbeck (1974) were seldom strong and generally incapable of exacting
discipline from members. Also, few strong group norms laid claims on the behavior of
individual gang members. Status played a large role in the explanation of gang formation
and activities. Short and Strodtbeck (1974) also found that any threats to the status of the
gang were particularly important and conflict often emerged from disputes about the
reputation of the gang. Short and Strodtbeck (1974) noted that gangs emerge as a
collective response to status threats made against the individual by adult institutions such
as school, jobs, and other community institutions.
Malcolm Klein (1971) identified gang leadership as not a position as many had
previously theorized, but instead as a collection of functions. Leadership is determined
by the reaction of others and age. Klein (1971) further observed that gang members were
generally insecure in respect to their own abilities and social relationships and often over
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exaggerated roles. The gang member's inadequacy leads to dependency on the peer
group. The gang is therefore held together by individual inadequacies rather than
common goiµs or interests.
Contemporary Gang Theories
Contemporary gang theorists have continued to build upon the research of
Thrasher (1927) and other criminologist of the Chicago School. Martin Jankowski
(1991) in his book Islands in the Streets detailed his theories of gangs after being a
participant observer in 37 randomly selected street gangs, representing 8 different ethnic
groups, over a 10 year period in New York, Boston, and Los Angeles. Janlcowski (1991)
perceives the gang as a "formal-rational" organization having strong organizational
structure, well-defined roles, rules that guide members' activities, penalties for violations,
an ideology, and well-defined means for generating both legal and illegal income. He
found that gangs maintain positive relationships with people in their neighborhood, often
performing essential functions and guarding their neighborhood. Jankowski (1991)
called this a form of "local patriotism." Gangs are territorial and utilize violence as a
method of protecting territory. Jankowski (1991) also found that contemporary gangs
condone the use of almost all drugs with the biggest exception being heroine. Most youth
joined gangs because they are competitive and wanted to gain the scarce resources of
lower socioeconomic communities.
Jankowski's (1991) research emphasized the fact that gangs are not merely a
group of delinquents preoccupied with violence, but rather represents an organization that
seeks profit by illegal and legal methods. Therefore, he argues that viewing the gang as
an alternative business enterprise which has a primary mission of profit explains why
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many youth chose to join the gang and why gangs have persisted over time. As a
business organization, the gang is therefore expected to imitate and utilize processes that
are also deemed effective in legitimate societal organizations that prepare them to reach
their economic goals. The fact that gang members are often involved in activities that are
labeled illegal or illegitimate accounts for the reluctance on society's part to view them as
being similar in ability and intelligence compared to the "best and the brightest" in
legitimate society. In fact, gang members demonstrate great energy and enthusiasm to
acquire many of the American ideals of money, power, and prestige. Placing the belief
system of the gang in this theoretical perspective helps to explain the gang's function as a
viable, albeit illegitimate, economic alternative to conventional business (J¢owski,
1991). According to Jank:owski's (1990) typology, there are six main reasons for joining
a gang: monetary gain, recreation, protection, resistance to becoming like their parents,
and commitment to community. Indiviqwils may join gangs for one or more reasons, but
the decision is viewed as a deliberate one which the individual believes is in his/her own
best interest.
Similarly, Felix Padilla (1992) contends that the "gang represents a viable and
persistent business enterprise within the U.S. economy, with its own culture, logic, and
systematic means of transmitting and reinforcing its fundamental business virtues" (9).
He also views the gang as a business enterprise because many youth join the gang as a
means of earning money. The gang therefore provides the same opportunities that a local
business or large corporation might provide to a youth from a middle-class neighborhood.
Padilla (1992) suggests that when members first join the gang they believe it will take
care of all of their needs as it represents hope and a viable means by which the youth can
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gain self-respect, protection, and employment opportunities. However, as a business
organization, gangs are profit-oriented and therefore are unable to always live up to
providing many of the "ideals" advocated during recruitment. Padilla (1992) discovered
through his research that a number of gang members spent years in the gang before they
realized that their labor was being exploited. Both Padilla (1992) and Jankowski (1991)
contend that gangs exist as organized entities and are not merely loose-knit groups. Both
researchers found that more sophisticated and tenured a gang was the more closely it
represented the theoretical and traditional models of organizational behavior and
processes.
John Hagan (1993) offers a new variation of strain theory to describe the function
and formations of gangs. He borrowed the term social embededness from Mark
Granovetter (1992) to describe a developmental view of involvement in gang
delinquency. Hagan (1993) argues that instead of unemployment causing gang behavior,
the reverse is true. Criminal involvement leads to withdrawal from connections to
conventional social networks such as employment. Delinquent parents, relatives, and
peer groups draw these youth further into criminal networks and away from legitimate
social networks such as employment (Shelden et al., 1997).
Elijah Anderson (1999) demonstrated how communities develop a "code of the
street' in which adults encourage children to be streetwise. The "code of the street" is a
set of informal rules that govern interpersonal public behavior, including violence. Some
families feel alienated from mainstream society and develop their own set of ideals and
norms. Anderson (1999) also discussed the struggle between two extremes within the
inner city - the decent and street families. The decent families expressed the
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conventional ide�s of hard work and seff reliance to attain status whereas the street
families follow�q

fh� "code of the streef."
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CHAPTER 4: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CONTEMPORARY GANG
Contemporary gangs are marked by several characteristics. Short (1996)
identifies several new themes that have emerged in contemporary gang research: 1) the
number of gangs in this country has increased rapidly in the recent past [(Klein (1995)
stated that street gangs had spread into as many as 1,100 cities in the United states)];
2)gang membership has become more qiverse (e.g. ethnic, racial, and gender
composition); 3)most gangs are neither stable in membership or very cohesive, and gangs
change in these and other respects; 4) contemporary gang members remain in the gang
longer, sometimes beyond their 30th birthday (Klein, 1995; Moore, 1991; Hagedorn,
1991); 5) use and sale of drugs has increased to have a significant effect on both the gang
and the community; 6) contemporary gangs use graffiti to mark turf and as a means of
communication to other gangs (Huff, 1989, 1994); and (7)gang violence has become
more widespread and lethal.
Rise of Gangs
Recent research has demonstrated that the number of gangs and gang members
continue to rise. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention reported that
the number of counties, towns and cities with gangs increased from 286 localities in 1980
with 2,000 gangs and 100,000 members to 4,463 localities in 1998 with 28,700 gangs and
780,200 members (Roleff, 2002). The National Youth Gang Center surveyed just over
3,000 law enforcement agencies in the United States and found that 48% of police and
sheriffs departments reported that youth gangs were active in their area in 1998 (Roleff,
2002). Surveys have also demonstrated that between 14% and 30% of adolescents and
young adults in urban areas-usually between the ages of twelve and twenty four-join
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gangs (Roleff, 2002). As cited earlier, the problem with comparing these studies lies in
the various definitions which jurisdictions utilize in defining gangs.
At the beginning of the 20th century, most gangs were only observed in poverty
stricken, inner-city neighborhoods. However, in the 1980s and 1990s, gangs began to
emerge in affluent neighborhoods and experts began to change their theories regarding
why teens joined gangs (Roleff, 2002). The number of gangs and gang members also
continued to rise in small towns. Half of the agencies reporting gang activities in the
National Youth Gang Center survey were in areas with a population under 25,000
(Roleff, 2002).
Curry, Ball, & Decker (1996) conducted a survey of law enforcement agencies
through the National Institute of Justice. Gang crime problems were defined as occurring
when a gang 1) is identified to police as a gang; 2) participate in criminal activity; 3)
involves youth in its membership. Of the 76 cities with populations over 200,000, 68
cities reported gang problems, and specifically identified 3,844 gangs, 196,587 gang
members, and 26,731 gang crimes (Curry et al., 1996). Of the 39 cities studied by Curry
et al. (1996) with populations between 150,000 and 200,000, 34 responded that they had
a gang problem and specifically reported 505 gangs, 10,698 gang members, and 10,382
gang crimes.
Of the 1,126 cities with populations between 25,000 and 150,000, Curry et al.
(1996) studied a random sample of 284 cities or 25.2% of the population. Of these 284
cities, 56% reported the presence of gang problems. This data produced confidence
intervals of 2,193 gangs, 25,620 gang members, and 8,497 gang crimes for cities ranging
in population from 25,000 to 150,000.
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A reasonable estimation from Curry et al. (1996) survey estimated 16,643 gangs,
555,181 gang members, and 580,331 gang crimes in the United States. The problems
with the use of law enforcement statistics include the lack of conformity of definitions.
For example, in a 1992 ND survey (Curry, Ball, & Fox, 1994) the New York City Police
Department only reported Asian groups because they were the object of concern for the
gang crime unit. African American and Latino gangs were called "drug organizations"
were the object of the narcotic units concerns. By 1994, New York City Officials
developed a new system for identifying gang members that included African American
and Latino gangs. Asian gangs now fall under the "organized crime category". Another
problem with utilizing law enforcement statistics is that many jurisdictions also
experience organizational changes which changes the focus of the department and
exacerbates the definitional problems cited earlier. Jurisdictional responses to gang
related problems are also affected by the political climate. This is the most difficult
aspect of law enforcement to control.
One major influence in the rise of gangs has been the change in the job market.
Since 1970, unskilled and semiskilled blue collar jobs have been replaced with "pink
collar'' jobs that require higher educational and skill levels. In addition, the informal
economy, especially the illicit economy around drugs has grown dramatically (Kasarda,
1989; Wacquant and Wilson, 1989). Skilled and semiskilled workers have relocated to
the suburbs which have created an increase in joblessness, especially among African
Americans. This change also depleted informal social control for each succeeding
generation to enter the job market.
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Typically, one generation would pass job networks from one generation to the
next. These relationships are critical to the social capital of the community (Coleman,
1988, 1990). Social capital is the social controls that influence the interactions of
individuals and the social context they live in. Social capital also shapes behavior and
mediates access to economic resources and opportunity (Sampson, 1992). However,
within the inner city those who achieve success leave the neighborhood, therefore further
depleting social capital. Just as gangs continue to provide status opportunities, they may
also replace the unskilled labor market as a primary source of economic opportunity
(Fagan, 1996).
Why do people join gangs?
Many theories have emerged to explain the formation of gangs and why youths
join them. Hagedorn (1988), Jackson (1991) and Klein (1995) are among those who
argue that gang formation is a result of postindustrial evolution. The early work of
Thrasher (1927) and other Chicago-based researchers focused on structural and
community-level factors and indicated that youth delinquency was a product of the social
environment.

Economic Changes
Many youth join gangs based upon the economic gains that they perceive will be
gained which are unattainable through conventional means. The globalization of the U.S.
economy has caused many companies in urban areas to cut cost and invest overseas. In
the past, being poor involved being unemployed. However, in today's society many who
are considered below the poverty level are working. Many inner-city youth are unable to
meet the educational requirements for those jobs within the high range of wages
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Therefore, inner cities have become an isolated sector of poverty as the middle class
began to move out for higher wage jobs. The exodus of the middle class also diminishes
the supply of positive role models for inner city youth.
Delinq4ent Peer Influence
The influence of peers is also an overriding factor with regards to gang
participation (Hill et al., 1999; Menard and Elliott, 1994; Warr and Stafford, 1991). In
their study of transient and stable gang youths, Hill and colleagues (1999) found that the
highest predictor of gang behavior were high levels of previous interaction with negative
peer groups and low levels of previous interaction with positive peer groups.
Adolescence is a time of asserting independence from the family and other
institutions. During this period, peers exert a greater influence on the choice of behaviors
(Decker & VanWinkle, 1996). When peers are able to collaborate and provide resources,
their influence is even greater. Along with the weakening of family structure and
declining family influence, gangs are a strong influence in sp.aping behavior in lower
class neighborhoods (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996).
Personality
Emotional factors also contribute to gang behavior. The gangsters' low self
esteem and alienation drive them to act super tough in order to compensate for their sense
of inferiority. Yablonsky (1997) terms this type of behavior "macho-syndrome."
Macho-syndrome is an effort to compensate for failure to succeed in larger society. The
sense of alienation from the larger society causes youth to look to gangs to provide a
sense of family and a feeling of being somebody in the gang community (Yablonsky,
1997).
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Sense ofIdentity/Belonging
Aside from their racial identity, most people want to be identified with the
profession, te&n1, club, or fraternity with which they are primarily associated (Perkins,
1987). Individuals who do not have this sense of identity are grouped with the masses
with no source of special recognition. For some people, not having special recognition is
not a problem. However, for minority ypµth with low self esteem, identifying with a
group is of vital importance. Joining a street gang for many of these youths is the only
way to gain recognition and identity for themselves where other institutions have failed to
do so (Perkins, 1987). By joining gangs, these youth are compensating for their sense of
low self-esteem.
Over time, gang membership reduces involvement in conventional activities and
contacts with individuals with low involvement in criminal activity (Decker &
Van Winkle, 1996). Therefore, individuals and institutions with the ability to restrain
criminality with the gang member lose their socializing power. When this happens with
heightened involvement with criminal peers, the result is increased criminality. Thus, the
combination of isolation from legitimate activities and individuals, along with an
increased involvement with gang peers creates an environment in which restraints against
crime is diminished. These forces work in opposite directions, helping to account for the
increased criminality of gang members, both individually and as a part of the gang.
Sense ofPower
Throughout history, power has always been a value to which people strive. As a
result, some people are obsessed with power. Typically, those who have power flaunt it
while those who do not have power struggle to obtain it. Therefore, many youth develop
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"power syndrome." Youth are also exposed to the virtue of power by music, television,
and other forms of mass media (Perkins, 1987). These youth are programmed to believe
that you must have power to gain things that you want in this world. Without power, you
generally will be exploited by those who do have power (Perkins, 1987).
Having a sense of power is even more important for youth who have been
alienated and have a low sense of self esteem. Having power gives these youth a feeling
of being somebody and of having some control over their lives (Perkins, 1987). Gang
membership provides the youth with a sense of security and a reputation that elicits fear
and/or respect from his/her peers (Perkins, 1987). The gang becomes a source of power
for the youth and allows him/her to feel important in a society where they would
otherwise be ignored (Perkins, 1987). The gang also provides channel for expressing
retaliation against other emotions and difficulties, such as discrimination. Gang members
also exaggerate and glorify the image and size of the gang to enhance their own feeling of
power (Yablonsky, 1997).
Poor Parenting
Most criminologists argue that the family is a critical factor related to crime and
delinquency. Children and adolescents must experience a constructive social interaction
with others, especially parents, in order to develop a proper personality and sense of self.
Discipline for youth must be firm and consistent (Perkins, 1987). To be effective,
discipline must not be sporadic or harassing as it is provided by most institutions,
including the family. With its rigid hierarchy and system of punishments and rewards,
the street gang provides the youth with a highly disciplined structure (Perkins, 1987).
Discipline among gang members is critical to the gang's reputation, prestige and survival.
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The structured discipline ofgangs enacts the tign.tf;!st controls on its merp.p�rs and gives
them a sense ofloy�ty and obedience (Perkins, rn87). The gallg mr;,mber's sense of
loyalty and obeqtence explains why gang members are willing to qo almost anything for
their fellow gang members.
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CHAPTER 5: GANG MEMBERS AND CRIME
In the past, gangs tended to have a simple purpose for its participants. Youth
typically joined gangs in order to gather a sense of belonging and protect their territory.
Today's gang provides more deviant opportunities for its participants - including drug
use, profits from drug distribution, violent activities, and participation in organized
burglary and robbery (Yablonsky, 1997). Findings from recent long-term studies of
youth in several U.S. cities revealed that those identifying themselves as gang members
committed the majority of serious crime reported for their age group (Thornberry, 1998).
In a random sample of youths from neighborhoods in three parts of the country (Chicago,
San Diego, and Los Angeles), Fagan (1990) found that gang members were five times
more likely than nongang members to commit crime in a given year. Based upon the
findings of these studies, there is little question that gang members commit a
disproportionate amount of crime (Shelden, Snodgrass, & Snodgrass, 1992).
In a study of Cleveland youth, Huff (1996) found that gang members and their
peers were more likely to be involved in criminal activities, especially violent and
property crime, when compared to nongang youth. Huff (1996) further found that gang
members were significantly more likely to be involved in the sale of cocaine and
marijuana. Compared to nongang youth, gang youth earned 50% more per week with
fewer customers because they sell higher profit drugs. Neither group reported using
much, if any, of drug profits for personal drug use. Gang members were also more likely
to gain suppliers from out of state and foreign countries. Not surprisingly, the biggest
suppliers of drugs to nongang youth were gangs.
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One third more of gang respondents (74.5% compared to 55%) inclicated that
most or nearly all of their fellow gang members owned guns (Huff, 1996). More than
half (52.2%) of the nongang at-risk youth and nearly 9 out of 10 (89.4%) of the gang
respondents reported that members of their gang or groups possessed weapons that were
more powerful than small-caliber hand guns (Huff, 1996). As evidence of the increase in
gun prevalence, the number ofjuveniles arrested for weapons offenses increased by more
than 100% between 1985 and 1993 -from just under 30,000 to more than 61,000
annually (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1995).
In adqition to property crimes, weapons, drugs, and violence, gangs are pften
involved in prostitution, gambling rackets, extortion, arson, and political corruption (as
discussed in the history of the GD). Historically, prostitution has been a very stable
money maker for gangs. Knox (2000b) clf scovered in a national survey of incarcerated
gang members that approximately 25% of them reported activity in prostitutiop.. Many
drug addicts support their habit by prostitution. The gang members often times act as
their pimps and pay them off in drugs and thereby taking money from them. Gangs often
times will exercise control over a specific region and collect tribute from the residents or
businessmen in the neighborhood. This is called a protection racket and is one of the
oldest scams still operational (Etter, 1998). Businessmen are approached by the gang and
are offered protection in high crime areas in exchange for money. Any criminal who
attacks the business or patrons of the business will then have to answer to the local gang.
Gangs also utilize blackmail when they discover secrets such as embezzlement, adultery,
pedophilia, etc. Loan sharking is an additional practice in which gang members grant
loans for cars and other items at extremely high interest rates that sometimes are
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compounded hourly (Knox, 2000b). These loans are often granted to desperate and poor
people who have no access to a formal banking system. Failure to repay these debts is
often fatal. Gang members also utilize arson to either intimidate individuals or to gain
insurance money from struggling businessmen (Knox, 2000b).
Gang Homicide
Of the violent crimes committed by gangs, homicide is the crime most likely to
raise community concern, elicit political reaction, and trigger suppressive efforts by law
enforcement. As evidence of the magnitude of gang violence, there were 779 gang
homicides in Los Angeles County alone in 1994 (W. McBride, Los Angeles Sheriffs
Department, personal communication, August 21, 1995 [cited in Maxson & Klein,
1996]). Presently, the public has witnessed a gradual decrease in urban crime over the
past eight years since its peak in the early 199Q's (Brandt & Russell, 2002). The Uniform
Crime Report (FBI, 1998) indicated a 28% decline of homicides reported by law
enforcement agencies from 1993 to 1997. However, despite these decreases in homicides
rates, gangs and gang members (as can be seen in the above statistics for the LAPD) still
account for a large portion of homicides in the United States.
The most critical issue in measuring gang homicide involves the definition
attributed to gang homicide. There is clearly a lack of consensus of law enforcement and
researchers regarding the optimal definitional approach to gang homicide (Maxson and
Klein, 1996). Some law enforcement offices only consider gang-motivated homicides incidents that grow out of gang function, such as territorial disputes and gang rivalries when counting gang homicides (Maxson & Klein, 1996). Other jurisdictions use more
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broad definitions which count all incidents in which a gang member is involved (Maxson
& Klein, 1996). Both definitions are vulnerable to the availability of information.
Regardless of the type of definition used, motivation for homicide is often
difficult to determine and keeping rosters of gang members are also difficult to maintain.
Both definitional approaches present opportunities for valid comparisons between cities
and offer a prerequisite for developing an understanding the nature of gang violence.
Clearly, a narrow definition of motivational gang homicide as incorporated by Chicago
would reduce the reported Los Angeles rates significantly. With the motivational
homicide definition, the number of homicides in the city of Los Angeles in 1995 would
drop from 3 70 to 222 (Maxson and Klein, 1996). Chicago reported 293 in 1995 and
therefore homicides were actually more prevalent in Chicago (Maxson and Klein, 1996).
Maxson et al. (2002) examined data from the National Youth Gang Survey
(NYGS) to determine whether gang homicides increased during the decade and to
examine factors related to the differences in homicide trends. For Maxson et al. (2002)
the only data that was available were the gang surveys of major cities and the National
Youth Gang Center (NYGC) national gang surveys conducted from 1995 to 1998.
Maxson et al. (2002) found that the number of gang homicides reported in the
participating 408 cities had shown a significant decrease. In 1991, the 408 cities reported
1,748 gang homicides and by 1996 the numbers had decreased to 1,492. This finding
represented a 14.6% decrease in gang homicides from 1991 to 1996 for mid-to-large
sized cities. By utilizing the NYGC for the years 1996 to 1998, Maxson et al. (2002)
were able to hypothesize that the decline in gang homicide rates would continue to
decline in the second half on the 1990s.
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The overwhelming majority (88%) of the 436 cities studied by Maxson et al.
(2002) reported at least one homicide over the three year period. Ten percent reported
between 11 and 50 homicides, and just 2% reported more than 50 homicides in any one
year. Of course, larger cities reported more gang homicides than small cities or towns.
None of the cities studied were comparable to Chicago and Los Angeles with respect to
annual gang homicides. These two cities showed a marked change in homicide rates
from 1996 to 1998. Both cities reported a substantial decrease in homicide rates from
1996 to 1998 with Los Angeles experiencing the greatest decrease. Los Angeles reported
a drop from 295 homicides in 1996 to 173 in 1998, a 41% decrease, while gang
homicides in Chicago dropped from 223 in 1996 to 180 in 1998. Together, gang
homicides in these two cities dropped by 165 and accounted for 71% of the decrease in
homicide numbers over this period for the entire survey.
Gangs and Drugs
Many of our images of gangs, based primarily on media reports, include the use
and sale of drugs. We tend to believe that gangs sell drugs to make money or that they
are structured as mini-corporations and heavily involved in the drug trade. However,
research suggests that this is generally not the case. Although many gang members use
alcohol and illegal drugs, most are not heavily involved in selling drugs (Kinnear, 1996;
Spergel, 1995; Klein, Maxson, & Cunningham, 1991).
Gang members have several advantages over nongang members in the drug trade.
Among these advantages are: easy control and access to territorial markets; exclusion of
others from territorial markets; shared marketing information; and reliance on other gang
members for lookouts to protect against intruders, including the police (Shelden et al.,
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1997). Despite these advantages, gangs are generally too unorganized, unfocused, and
unable to effectively operate a serious drug organization (Klein, Maxson, & Cunningham,
1991).
The illegal drug market is similar to the legitimate economic structure and is
inspired by the laws of supply and demand (Harlan, 1997). Gang members utilize illegal
drug sales to gain wealth that has been denied to them by mainstream economics.
Jankowski (1991) identified five characteristics that reflect the entrepreneurial spirit of
gangs: 1) competitiveness- gang members have a strong desire to succeed in the drug
business; 2) a strong desire to accumulate money and material possessions; 3) gang
members also have a strong desire to achieve status; 4) planning- gang members spend a
lot of time figuring out how to make money; and 5) ability to take risk.
Decker and VanWinkle (1996) found in a field study of St. Louis gangs that gang
involvement in drug sales were generally poorly organized, episodic, and carried out by
individuals or cliques on their own and was not a rationale for the gang existence or
continuance. Opportunity to sell drugs, however, was found not to be an important
reason for joining the gang. Once they became a gang member, however, making money
became of greater importance. Many of those who did sell drugs were not aware of how
much they earned from drug sales. Money made from these sales was primarily for
individual use and was not given back to the gang (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996).
Not all gang violence is associated with selling drugs or other economic
transactions, nor are drug selling and violence causally related with gangs (Fagan, 1989,
1993, 1996). Moore (1978, 1991, 1992) and Chin (1990, 1995) found no connection
between gang violence and drug dealing among Hispanic and Chinese gangs. Klein et al.
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(1991) and Bobrowski (1988) also found no relation between drug sales and violence in
studies of Los Angeles and Chicago. The African American gangs studied in Milwaukee
by Hagedorn (1988) and the white gangs in Boston by Macleod (1987) were both
involved in violence and drug selling, but their violence was mostly unrelated to drug
selling. The Institute for Law and Justice (1994) claimed that "if gangs were to qisappear
overnight, qrugs would remain a serious problem, and if drugs were to disappear
overnight, gangs would still be a serious problem. These two problems intersect and
complicate each other, but there are still large areas in which they are independent of
each other" (8-9). Gang violence was evident long before drug selling was a major
income source for gangs and gang members. The increase in violence can be attributed
to several factors: the upper age range of gang members has expanded (Farrington,
1985); changing community context, weakeniqF of social controls, and availability and
fuepower of weapons (Sheley, Wright, and Srnjffi, 1993; Klein, 1995).
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CHAPTER 6: GANG MEMBERSJUP
Recruitment
Rather than being recruited, many youth join the gang by informally socializing
into the gang subculture from a very early age, thereby evolving into the gang naturally.
Gang member youth typically begin to hang out with the gang around the age of 13 and
joined 6 months later (Huff, 1996). Some began to socialize with the gang much younger
with ages r�ging from 10 to 24 (Curry & Decker, 1998). The average age for a gang
member seems to be between the ages of 17 and 18 (Curry & Decker, 1998). However,
in chronic gang problem cities, where gangs have existed for long periods of time, the
average age of a member is closer to 20 years old (Klein, 1995).
Shelden et al. (1997) identified three types of gang recruitment. The first type of
recruitment involved the fraternity type of recruitment in which joining the gang member
is seen as the "in" or "cool" thing to do. Surprisingly, this seems to be the most popular
method in which gang members are recruited (Shelden et al., 1997). In some
communities, joining the gang is seen as a duty to uphold the tradition of the
neighborhood. Often times, this second type of recruitment in these neighborhoods
involved the ideal of obligation. The final type of recruitment was coercive. This type of
recruitment involved physical or psychological intimidation to gain members. Although
this method of gang recruitment is demonstrated most often by the media, it is actually
the least prevalent method in which gang members are drawn into the gang.
Race, ethnic, and other cultural considerations are often the screening tools
utilized by gangs to select new members (Thrasher, 1927; Asbury, 1928; Yablonsky,
1966; Knox, 1994). One of the simplest and most effective tools in this screening
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process is called vouching (Etter, 1998). This means that a current gang member must
propose you for membership into the gang. The proposing member is then responsible
for your conduct within the gang and if that conduct is unsatisfactory, the gang may
impose sanctions upon both the offender and the member who proposed them.
Initiation
Most gangs require prospective members to undergo some sort of initiation
process. The initiation ritual fulfills a number of important purposes. The first function
is to determine if a prospective member is indeed tough enough to endure the severity of
violence associated with gang life (Decker and Van Winkle, 1996). Besides, members of
the gang may have to count on this individual for support, and someone who leaves at the
first sign of violence is not an effective defender. The initiation process also increases
solidarity among gang members by engaging them in a collective ritual (Decker and Van
Winkle, 1996).
The initiation ritual also reminds current gang members of their earlier status as a
"wannabe" and gives the new member something in common with others who have been
members of the gang for a long period of time. By creating these shared experiences, the
initiation ritual- especially when it involves violence- creates what Klein (1971) has
called "mythic violence," the legends gang members share in regards to their
participation in violence. Mythic violence functions to increase solidarity among the
gang and enables gang members to engage in activities they may otherwise regard as
irrational, risky, or both (Decker & Van Winkle, 1996).
The most common type of initiation is being beaten in, usually when a
prospective gang member walks a line between gang members or stands in a circle of
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members who beat the initiate with their fists (Huff, 1996; Decker & VanWinkle, 1996;
Hagedorn, 1988; Vigil, 1988). Another method of initiation is going on a mission. To
fulfill a mission, prospective gang members engage in acts of violence, usually against a
rival gang member on rival turf (Decker and Van Winkle, 1996). Other initiation rituals
include getting "tagged" (tattooed) or burned with a coat hanger and drug sells (Decker
and Van Winkle, 1996).
One general misconception regarding gangs is that youths are generally
intimidated into joining gangs. Huff (1996) noted that 71. 7% of gang members stated
that they knew of someone who refused to join the gang. Respondents reported that in
two-thirds (66.7%) of the cases that they were familiar with, nothing happened to the
youth who refused to join (Huff, 1996). Youth are far better off statistically to refuse to
join the gang rather than risk incarceration, death, and physical harm.
Variances of Gang Involvement
Gang membership has been demonstrated as typically a transitory affiliation
rather than a fixed characteristic of an adolescent (Decker and Lauritsen, 1996). For
instance, Thornberry, Krohn, Lizotte, and Chard-Wierschem (1993) and Esbensen and
Huizinga (1993), using longitudinal data from independent samples, found that the
majority of youth who reported being members of gangs revealed that their membership
was of short duration, typically one year or less.
A general misconception regarding gangs is that all gangsters are similar in their
gang participation. Although most individuals are very marginal gangsters and have
limited participation in a gang, they appear to be gangsters by their demeanor and the
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way that they dress (Yablonsky, 1997). The marginal gangster may appear at battles only
at times when he has a temporary need for violent behavior.
Most gangs have a set of core gang members. The solidarity of core gangsters is
much greater than the marginal members. For core members, gang involvement and their
gang constitutes their world. Despite the different degrees of participation (core and
marginal) and the individualized interpretation of gangsters, a unified belief among the
gangsters is that through the gang they can achieve status and prestige (Yablonsky,
1997).
Gang Structure
Much of the evidence that gangs may be transforming into organized criminal
enterprises is unreliable. These portrayals are often sparked by high profile prosecutions,
media coverage, or the actions of law enforcement agencies. The media coverage and
political reaction to gang violence have contributed to the idea that the gang problem was
becoming more and more serious (Jackson and Rudman, 1993; Zatz, 1987; McCorkle and
Miethe, 1998). In the 1990s, gangs were generally described as disorganized groups
(Klein, 1995; Spergel, 1995). As Thrasher (1927) had previously pointed out, however,
''under favorable conditions" gangs can undergo a "natural evolution" from a loosely
organized group into an organized form.
Deborah Weisel (2002) examined the prevalence of different types of gangs and
identified changes over time in their forms and functions. The purpose of the research
was to understand how serious gangs operated and the degree to which smaller,
disorganized gangs could develop or transition into more mature gangs. Information for
this study was obtained through surveys conducted among almost 300 large police
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agencies in 1995 and from interviews with members of four Chicago and San Diego
gangs in 1996 and 1997. The surveys consisted of methods to identify the various types
of gangs and highlight distinctions. In the field survey portion of the study, only highly
organized gangs in San Diego and Chicago were used. Keep in mind that by only
including organized gangs, her study ignored the most common or typical gangs.
The field study portion of Weisel's (2002) study found that Chicago gangs were
more formal, had distinctive roles of leadership, explicit rules and consequences for
breaking them, routinely held purposeful meetings, and involved the collection of dues
more than the San Diego gangs. Of all the gangs studied by Weisel (2002), only the
Gangster Disciples had high levels of relationships with area businesses (including
ownership and control of some businesses), links to other gangs across the country,
formal contacts with prison gangs, and participation in political activities. The majority
of gangs reported some form of leadership. Leadership was typically informal and size
and age were the primary characteristics utilized to determine who is placed in the
position as leaders. Leaders were also described as those persons who could provide
material advantages, therefore assigning a functional characteristic of leadership within
the gang. This finding was not surprising based upon previous research on gang
leadership (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996).
Gangs interviewed also reported a variety of criminal activity and reported two to
three times more criminal activity as police. This finding is consistent with
organizational theory, which states that organizations operating in highly unstable
environments are much more likely to be generalists rather than specialists (Katz and
Kahn, 1966; Meyer 1978). By being generalists, street gangs are able to adapt to changes
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over time in the continuously changing gang environment. Despite the variety of
criminal activities committed by the gang, the primary goal identified by all gang
members was to make money.
Consistent with the work of Thrasher (1927), Weisel's (2002) study found that
gangs had formed and reformed over time. The gangs in this study reflected patterns of
consolidation (primarily due to acquisition of or merger with smaller gangs),
reorganization, and the splintering of larger groups into smaller gangs. Like large
organizations, all gangs experienced various transformations over time. Life cycles of
gangs suggest that smaller, socially oriented gangs can evolve into more serious gangs,
often merging or aligning with larger, organized gangs for protection. The majority of
gangs, however, are typically informal and unorganized with little role specification
(Decker & VanWinkle, 1996). Rules of the gang are also usually informal and are set
based on practice, lure, or common sense (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996).
Understanding the organization of gangs has a tremendous impact on law
enforcement's response to the gang. Federal statutes that attack organized crime and
target gang leaders may be appropri{lte for larger gangs such as the Gangster Disciples
but is not appropriate for the majority of gangs. Also the generalization of gangs
demonstrated in Weisel's (2002) study suggests that law enforcement efforts that target
particular criminal behavior would not be appropriate in the majority of cases.
Turf
The notion of turf for the gang centers on two important ideas - identification and
control - with control being the most important (Spergel, 1990). As the distribution and
sale of drugs becomes more popular and profitable for gangs, the amount of territory that
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a gang controls becomes even more important. In an earlier study of St. Louis gangs,
Decker and VanWinkle (1996) found that the symbolic status of their turf was the
primary reasons gang members fought to protect it. Protection of turf was viewed as a
matter of honor and respect (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996). Recent trends, however,
indicate that turf has become less important to the gang (Shelden et al., 1997). This
decrease in importance is likely due to the contemporary gang's greater involvement in a
larger variety of criminal activities and the increasing use of automobiles (Shelden et al.,
1997).
Graffiti, Hand Signals and Tattoos
Adolescents have a need to create their own unique world, separate and distinct
from the adult world. In doing so they often develop intricate methods of distinguishing
themselves and formulate their own mode of communication (Shelden et al., 1997). With
the gang there is the added attraction of three unique forms of communication - tattoos,
graffiti and hand signals. These three methods of communication are usually utilized to
expand the reputation of the gang (Shelden et al., 1997). The gang utilizes graffiti and
tattoos to identify their existence, to mark a specific area as their turf, to challenge rival
gangs, and to honor members who have died in battles. Similarly, hand signals are often
utilized to identify a person is with a specific gang or to challenge rival gangs (Joseph,
1997). Graffiti and tattoos also serve to increase the bonds between gang members. As
Decker and VanWinke (1996:271) stated, "it is the symbolic and affiliational aspects of
the gang that binds members together, not its formal or institutional authority."
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Leaving the Gang
There are a number of reasons why gang members leave the gang. These reasons
include maturational reform, family obligations, getting a job, and moving to a new town.
Others discover that gang life does not meet their expectations or they become tired of
being exploited by gang leaders. The majority of ex-gang members, however, leave the
gang because of the level of violence either experienced by them or by their friends and
family (Decker & Lauritsen, 1996; Decker & Van Winkle, 1996). The method of leaving
the gang is typically a function of both the gang and the individual. Much of the gang
literature demonstrates that gang members "age out" of the gang (Horowitz, 1983; Klein,
1971; Decker & Lauritsen, 1996) and it is easier for fringe or peripheral members to
leave than core members (Horowitz, 1983).
The majority of gang members state that the only way to leave the gang is to be
beaten out or die (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996). Despite this perception, Decker and
Lauritsen (1996) found in their field study of gang and ex-gang members in St. Louis that
63% of the ex-gang members did not have to use a specific method to leave, but just quit
the gang. Other researchers also reported that the majority of gang members were often
only active in the gang for periods of less than one year (Thornberry, 1998). Gang
members continually held strong to the idea that you can't leave the gang although 68%
knew of someone who left their gang (Decker & Lauritson, 1996). These findings
demonstrate that gangs had limited control over members. Decker and VanWinkle
(1996) also found that violence which occurred external to the gang has the effect of
splintering off individual gang members and may be the best point for intervention.
Intervention must occur before the violence has the effect of increasing gang solidarity.
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Understandtng the definition of what is an ex-gang member is as diffi.cJ.llt as
defining gangs themselves. For example, some ex-gang members in Deck�r and
Lauritsen's (lQ9,6) study stated that th�Y still engag�d in criminal activity wittI gang
members im4 4ad friendships. The problem faced by many of the ex-gEl-fl� rpemJ:>ers
studied by D�ptcer and Lauritsen (1996) is that they continued to be vj�we4 ,s g'l-»g
members by tjy(}.l g�g members, the community, and law enforcemept.
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CHAPTER 7: GANG PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION
Overview of Gang Intervention
No matter when or how violent gangs emerge at a particular place or time, there is
no doubt that the existence of the violent gang is a social phenomenon that is rooted in
deeper, dysfunctions of the overall social system. Not only is this fact important for the
understanding as to why gangs exist, but it is also important to understand how to treat
these offenders. Communities that fail to resolve its own inequalities, including racism,
educational disparities, discrimination, and dysfunctional families will continue to have
to deal with the existence of gang violence, drug addiction, crime, and delinquency
(Yablonsky, 1997).
Huff (1989) pointed out that gangs are typically viewed as independent variables
or causes of problems. When gangs are viewed in this way, efforts to deal with them
typically have a more immediate focus and are targeted toward law enforcement
interventions (Huff, 1989). Treatment efforts must realize that gangs are also dependant
variables that are consequences of a variety of factors. Therefore, government and
private programs that aim at resolving issues of social and economic inequalities,
equalizing opportunities, facilitating the integration of new populations, and improving
educational programs will go a long way in amending factors leading to gang formation
and problems (Yablonsky, 1997). Of course none of these major social problems can be
fixed with short-term methods and interventions.
There are, however, a number of programs that can assist gang-prone youths in
living as law-abiding citizens. In order to respond to gangs, both their immediate and
basic causes must be addresses (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996). Examining both levels can
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only be accomplished through purposeful institutional and community actions that have
effects upon the values that lead to gang formation. The immediate causes of gangs
include the threat that gangs generate, their values that reinforce violence, and the lack of
legitimate activities in the neighborhood where most gang members live. The basic
issues that must be addressed include racism, unemployment, and the demise of the
family in urban America.
A number of social programs have been tried and experienced various levels of
success. All social programs will still require a strong police presence in the community
(Yablonsky, 1997). The incarceration of some core gangsters is a necessary piece of any
program to control gangs. However, when punitive measures are the only effort to
control the problem, the problem is only aggravated (Yablonsky, 1997).
Typologies of Gang Intervention
As a part of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
National Youth Gang Suppression and Intervention Program, Spergel and Curry (1990,
1995) developed a typology of interventions used to deal with gang problems. They
divided these programs into four broad categories: suppression, social intervention,
opportunity provision, and community organization. Spergel (1995, 256) states that:
Such programs seem somewhat more effective and produce some positive results
when they are designed as a part of a comprehensive or mixed set of strategies.
Multiple-agency service approaches - including value-transformation, deterrence,
and opportunity provision strategies, closely integrated with local citizen
involvement but fashioned in different ways in different communities for targeted
younger and older gang youths-may be promising. Newer approaches or
techniques and contexts for dealing with the gang problem must take past
experience and insight into consideration.
The basic premise of the suppression approach is that improved data collection
systems and coordination of information across different criminal justice agencies will
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increase efficiency and lead to more gang members being removed from the street,
rapidly prosecuted, and sent to prison for longer sentences (Spergel, 1995). Four
components of the suppression effort include law enforcement, prosecution, the courts,
and legislature (Shelden et al, 1997). All have a particular role in dealing with youth
gangs, although they share common ground. All of these agencies are also subject to
political and legislative pressures and mandates (Shelden et al, 1997).
Typical suppression techniques include street sweeps in which gang members are
removed from the streets, increases in probation and parole supervision for gang
members, prosecution programs that target gang leaders and serious gang offenders, civil
procedures that define gang membership to define arrest for conspiracy or unlawful
associations, and school based law enforcement efforts to use surveillance and bust-buy
operations (Klein, 1993). Within the past 20 years, many law-enforcement agencies have
also began to implement complex information and tracking systems, primarily at the local
level. However, state governments are now beginning to see the value of these types of
systems. Police departments utilize a variety of methods to gather information about
gangs and individual gang members. These techniques include staking out territories
where gang members are known to congregate, patrolling and enforcing the law
aggressively in gang territories, following up on investigations regarding gang activity,
developing an extensive information system on gang membership and their activities, and
infiltrating localities in which gangs may be found, such as schools, activity centers, and
malls (Kinnear, 1996).
Suppression efforts are based on deterrence theory. Law enforcement attempts to
influence the behavior and attitude of gang members by increasing the swiftness,
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certainty, and severity of criminal justice sanctions (Klein, 1993). However, if
implemented incorrectly, suppression techniques can increase gang solidarity through
perception of harassment (Yablonsky, 1997). In addition, Klein ( 1995) found that the
formation of specialized gang squads did not make the police any more successful in
apprehending gang members following the commission of a crime. In fact, these
specialized units may create larger gang problems through over identification, increasing
the status of gang members among their peers (Klein, 1995).
Social intervention programs involve social service agency-based, youth outreach
and detached streetworker programs. Social intervention programs also include crisis
intervention, providing role models for youth, inter-gang mediation, referrals for services,
counseling of gang members, drug use prevention and treatment, and more general
diversion and outreach programs. Streetworkers typically provide job-skills training,
substance abuse counseling, and special education with at-risk youth. Other agencies
also coordinate with gang members to prevent violence by mediating disputes between
gangs. Many of these streetworkers are former gang members. Research has
demonstrated that involving gang members to participate in the program as staff and
consultants increases success (Hagedorn, 1988; Bursick and Grasmick, 1993).
Strategies involving opportunity provisions attempt to offer gang members the
opportunity to gain legitimate opportunities and success that are at least as appealing as
illegitimate opportunities (Curry and Decker, 1998; Spergel, 1995; and Klein, 1995).
These programs are typically directed at the most at-risk youths. Examples of such
programs include: Mobilization for Youth (New York); Ladino Hills Projects (Miller,
1974); Citywide Mural Project (Albuquerque); New York City Police Probation
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Diversion Project; House of Umoja (Philadelphia); and the Community Access Team,
Youth Enterprises, and SEY Yes programs (all in the Southern California area) (Shelden
et al., 1997).
Community organization strategies include attempts to create community
solidarity, networking, education, and involvement (Spergel and Curry, 1993). These
programs typically attempt to enhance, modify or change the relationships among the
various groups and organizations within a city to better cope with problems.
Spergel and Curry (1990, 1995) have found that efforts classified as community
organization interventions were perceived to be the most effective method for gang
suppression in emerging cities. Second to community organization in perceived
effectiveness was opportunity provisions. In cities with chronic gang problems,
opportunities provisions were perceived to be the most effective intervention with
community organization efforts coming in second. Suppression efforts were deemed to
be the least successful intervention among those studied. Spergel (1969) argued that
successful work with gang members depended upon an understanding of four factors: 1)
the delinquent subculture (beliefs, values, and norms) within the neighborhood; 2) the
delinquent group itself; 3) the individual delinquent; and 4) the agency worker.
Community Based Intervention Programs
Recent research on communities and crime (Reiss & Tonry, 1986; Sampson,
1993; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1993) and on youth groups in their local settings
demonstrate the continued importance of local communities and conditions in
determining the behavior of youth (MacLeod, 1987; Schwartz, 1987; Sullivan, 1989).
Central to this is the concept of the criminal "career," an indicator of participation in
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delinquent activities, the frequency of offending, the seriousness of offenses committed,
and the time period of active offending. A related concept to individual criminal careers
is that youth gangs and communities also have careers in delinquency (Short, 1996).
According to these theories, the primary causal factors are macro level, though
microsocial processes may also alter the course of group and community as well as
individual careers (Sullivan, 1989). Research demonstrates that communities that have
produced gangs lacked stable populations and institutions.
In functional communities, institutions present a consistent pattern of norms and
sanctions which augment resources available to parents in their relationships with school
authorities, in child supervision, and in monitoring their child's associations with adults
as well as peers (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987). The truly disadvantaged communities lack
education, organizational skills, self confidence, and "social capital" - the intangible but
very real qualities consisting of relations among persons. Social capital facilitates
productive capacity just as physical and human capital (Coleman, 1988). Without social
capital, the human capital of parents, which is mostly utilized at work or in other
activities, is greatly diminished. Coleman (1988) identified three elements of social
capital: 1) obligations and expectation, 2) the exchange of information between parties,
and 3) norms accompanied by sanctions.
For gang members, the lack of social capital between themselves and those who
may be in a position to influence their involvement in the gang greatly diminishes
opportunities for advancement (Decker & Van Winkle, 1996). Indeed, gang membership
is created in the presence of limited social capital. The amount of social capital
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diminishes even more as the gang member becomes increasingly involved in gang
activities and excludes other social roles and relationships (Short, 1990).
A number of "field experiments" have grown out of the concerns of local
communities and therefore attempts to create a sense of family or community. Treatment
focusing on the lack of social capital attempts to promote positive relationships between
generations. Ethnic and social class ties can be built on, rather than becoming barriers to,
the acquisition of social capital. These programs incorporate the gangs rather than
alienate them, so that the community and the gang can become more in tune to one
another (Spergel, 1995; Curtis, 1987; Woodson, 1981). These programs also emphasize
local participation and control, and indigenous rather than professional leadership. Most
of these programs rely on outside resources for consultation and training in skills relevant
to program goals and financial support. Most programs are multipurpose, but job
placement and recreational opportunities are given high priority.
Shelden et al. ( 1997) identified eight components of successful community
intervention programs: 1) avoid denial of a problem; 2) target medium to high risk youth
with multifaceted, intense approaches that focus on the development of social skills and
address attitudes, values, and beliefs that reinforce antisocial behavior; 3) offer
alternatives to gang involvement; 4) should be given within the community and focus on
bonding with families and schools; 5) staff should be well-trained, skilled individuals
who have developed empathy for the youth's subculture and not patronize or discredit
his/her beliefs; 6) connect the program with the labor market by assisting with the
development of job skills; 7) goals of the program should be specific and result in some
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kind of award; 8) realize that relapse is normal and that treatment is a continual process
rather than a single episode.
One example of a community-based intervention program is the Beethoven
Project, an innovative and experimental child care program which also serves families.
The Beethoven Project is operated by the Center for Successful Child Development in
Chicago and serves the Beethoven Elementary School, centered in six units of Chicago's
Robert Taylor Homes (Short, 1996). The housing project houses approximately 20,000
people with nearly all residents being poor and African American. More than 90% of the
households receive public assistance and three quarters are headed by women (Short,
1996).
Initially, the Beethoven Project focused on preparing mothers for parenthood and
on the child's earliest experience with his or her environment. A variety of health and
social services aimed at both parents and children were provided, including a drop-in
center that was the program's physical base; a neurological, physiological, and
psychological assessment for infants; parent-child relationship screening and parenting
education; and home visitation and day care centers. In sum, the project was designed to
remedy individual-level social, physiological, and psychological deficits that result from
community forces affecting the lives of the target population. The initial sample involved
children who were born between January 1, 1987 and January 1, 1992 and their mothers.
Many of the project personnel were also residents of Taylor Homes.
The program ran into several obstacles. Two major concerns were that some
families had more immediate needs and some members of the community were afraid to
leave their apartments in order to participate in the program. The Beethoven Project has
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continued but has had to become more flexible to meet the needs of the cohort and allow
families to assist in determining their needs. These new strategies were more realistic in
attracting participants and building acceptance and trust. Parents and staff have observed
noticeable differences in child care and there has been a gradual movement from
emergency care to preventative care among the participants.
Community interventions in other states such as Colorado (Atkinson, 1996) and
Ohio (Walker & Schmidt, 1996; Trump, 1996) continue to include cooperative efforts
with citizens, law enforcement, and community agencies. Such programs also include
after school education programs, increased prosecution of gang related crimes, legislative
changes to target gang activities, more responsible media reactions to gang incidents, the
removal of gang graffiti by community members, and development of parenting
education and awareness programs
Suppression Efforts
Despite declining homicide rates in the United States between the 1980s and
1990s, youth homicide rates, particularly incidents involving firearms, rose dramatically
until 1993 (Fox, 1996; Cook and Laub, 1998). One program designed to reduce youth
homicide and youth firearms violence in Boston was Operation Ceasefire, which was
developed based on a "pulling levers" deterrence strategy (Braga & Kennedy, 2002).
h

Tis program focused criminal justice attention to a small number of chronically
offending gang-involved youth responsible for much of Boston's youth homicide
problem.
Operation Ceasefire, started in 1995, involved an interagency working group
consisting of a group of Harvard University researchers, members of the Boston Police
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Department, and other criminal justice agencies. These groups took an initial analysis of
the youth gang problem and designed a problem-solving intervention and implemented
the intervention. The program was fully implemented in 1996. An initial assessment of
the youth g$1g problem demonstrated that youth homicides were concentrated within a
small group of chronic offenders and that Boston gangs were primarily comprised of
typically small, relatively disorganized, neighborhood-based groups (Kennedy, Braga, &
Piehl, 1997).
Operation Ceasefire included two main elements: a direct law enforcement effort
to attack firearm traffickers supplying youth with guns and an attempt to generate a
strong deterrent to g�g violence (Kennedy, Piehl, and Braga, 1996). The Boston Police
Department sought to identify the types of firearms typically utilized in youth gang
homicides and to focus enforcement on intrastate gun trafficking. The second element of
Operation Ceasefire involved the "pulling levers" approach. This approach involved
deterring violence by communicating with chronic gang offenders, saying explicitly that
violence would no longer be tolerated and that "every available lever" would be pulled
legally when violence occurred (Kennedy 1997, 1998). When gang violence occurred,
gang members were notified that they were "under the microscope."
Operation Ceasefire offered services such as health care and social services,
educational and recreational opportunities, substance abuse and alcohol intervention
programs, and food and shelter. Other enforcement actions included intense probation
supervision, changing community supervision conditions, serving outstanding arrest
warrants, focusing prosecutorial efforts to crimes committed by violent gang members,
increasing disorder enforcement, and disrupting street level drug markets.
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Communication was delivered through flyers and open forums with gang members that
were required by probation and parole officers (Braga & Kennedy, 2002).
An analysis of the Operation Ceasefire program demonstrated a reduction in
youth homicide victimization, "shots fired" calls, and gun assault incidents in Boston.
Although the deterrence strategy was an important portion of the program, the gang
violence reduction initiative was strengthened by other program elements. These other
elements included social intervention, opportunity provision, and community organized
strategies. Operation Ceasefire had immediate impact upon youth homicides in Boston.
Boston averaged about 44 youth homicides per year between 1991 and 1995. In 1996
that number fell to 26 homicides and further decreased to 15 youth homicides in 1997, a
trend that continued in 1998 (18) and 1999 (15) (Braga & Kennedy, 2002).
Operation Ceasefire was still found to be effective with the introduction of control
variables such as changes in unemployment rates, violent index crimes, older homicide
victimization trends, and in street-level drug activity as measured by the Boston Police
Department arrest data (Braga, Kennedy, Waring, and Piehl, 2001). These results were
also significant when compared to youth homicide trends in most major New England
and U.S. cities. Reductions in homicide rates also did not appear to be based on the
reduction in the possession of firearms among Boston youth but instead on the pulling
levers deterrence strategy. Other elements of Operation Ceasefire that involved social
intervention, opportunity provisions, and community organization enhanced law
enforcement's ability to reduce gang violence.
In recent years, communities who previously considered themselves insulated
from inner-city problems such as gang violence have witnessed the fact that gang
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violence can enter into their own neighborhoods (Curry et al., 1994; Spergel and Curry,
1995). Although law enforcement efforts have given priority to urban gang development,
specifically in poor neighborhoods, studies have shown that youth gangs have also grown
in suburbs and rural communities, many with white and predominantly non-poor
populations (Bursick & Grasmick, 1993; Muehlbauer & Dodder, 1983).
Orange County, California is an example of such a community. Orange County
experienced a growth in both the number of gangs and in gang violence throughout the
1990s. In order to combat such growth, law enforcement in conjunction with the
community, school districts, community businesses and local government agencies
implemented several initiatives. These initiatives included a community education and
awareness program, a suppression program aimed at increasing prosecution and
probation efforts for hardcore gang leaders and repeat offenders, and implementation of
the Gang Incident Tracking System (GITS). The GITS program was designed to
document the extent of gang-related crime in the community and provide information for
strategic planning and evaluation purposes (Vila and Meeker, 1997). In addition, law
enforcement partnered with the University of California, Irvine to evaluate and monitor
the progress of these initiatives. Meeker, Parsons, and Vila (2002) reported on the
progress on the GITS program in 2002.
The GITS Program became operational on January 1, 1993 when law enforcement
agencies began reporting all gang-related incidents to a centralized data base. By the end
of 1993 all 22 independent cities and the Orange County Sheriff-Coroner Department had
established relatively consistent internal procedures for identifying and tracking gang
related crime and were reporting these crime to GITS. Officers were given training
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programs and short training videotapes to teach them how to identify and report gang
related crimes to GITS. To be considered gang-related, a crime had to meet one of the
following criteria: 1) a suspect or suspects were identified as gang members or admits
gang membership; 2) a person is a victim due to his or her gang membership; 3) a reliable
informant identified the incident as gang related; 4) and an informant of previously
untested reliability reports the incident as gang-related and this is consistent with other
independent information.
This definition of gang incidents is significantly different than the "gang
motivated" model used in some cities such as Chicago. In order for an incident to be
gang motivated, it must "grow out of gang motivation or interest and enhance the status
or function of the gang as a group or organization" (Spergel, 1990: 137) and must be
related to issues of retaliation, territory, recruiting, or "representing." By utilizing gang
involved (rather than gang-motivated) data, law enforcement will be able to better
identify the types of crimes that gang members are committing, both in group settings
and individually. The gang-related definition also allows researchers to compare gang
crime with other types of crime. In addition, it is often difficult to understand the
motivation behind criminal activity. Finally, people in communities with gang problems
are more concerned with the crimes committed by gang members than the motivation for
such activities.
The GITS system has allowed law enforcement the ability to identify areas of
intense gang activity and displaced exaggerated reports of gang problems in specified
locations. It has also allowed law enforcement to track gang members in their
communities and understand the dynamics of where crime is committed. The GITS
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system has also fostered communication between agencies and allowed them to better
allocate resources. Additionally, the GITS has helped researchers better evaluate gang
prevention, suppression, and intervention programs. Meeker, Parsons, and Vila (2002)
also found that the GITS system also increased public confidence in information
regarding gang-related crime. The GITS was also found to help bring balance to public
perceptions of a problem that is often exaggerated. Law enforcement also benefited from
the GITS system in that they could now compare gang territories with their home
addresses and it also helped them to identify new territories and gang rivalries. The
system also allowed the public to judge progress on gang-related issues. In fact,
implementation of the GITS system demonstrated that gang crime had previously been
underreported by the law enforcement community.
Gang Legislation and Prosecution

The goal of the FBI's national gang strategy, known as the Enterprise Theory of
Investigation (ETI) is to identify, disrupt, and dismantle violent gangs whose activities
constitute criminal enterprises (Weisel, 2002). The FBI works in collaboration with other
Federal, State, and local law enforcement agencies to combat major domestic violent
street gangs/drug enterprises that are seen as significant threats to American society
through intense, coordinated investigations which lead to prosecution. Two primary
Federal criminal statutes are utilized to prosecute street gangs: the Racketeer Influence
and Corrupt Organization (RICO) Act and the Continuing Criminal Enterprises (CCE)
statutes, which are part of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of
1970. These statutes were created in order to attack the conspiratorial nature of street
gangs and allow prosecutors the ability to demonstrate patterns of criminal activity by the
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gang and present various criminal activities committed by multiple gang members. By
1996, 31 states had enacted RICO statutes to help officials combat gang crime (Kinnear,
1996). However, according to the National Institute of Justice, only 17% of prosecutors
in large counties and less than 10% in smaller counties had ever used RICO statutes to
prosecute gang members (Johnson, Webster, & Conners, 1995).
The Crime Bill of 1994 is also an example of legislative creativity. The Crime
Bill of 1994 reached into all facets of crime in America and was created in response to
public paranoia regarding crime. First, it provided funding for 100,000 new police
officers (Shelden et al., 1997). Then, in anticipation of increases in arrest, almost ten
billion dollars was set aside for prison construction. There was an additional $2.6 billion
set aside for the DEA, FBI, INS, U.S. Attorneys, the Training Department, and other
Justice Department components. Federal courts were also beneficiaries. Prevention
programs were given $6.1 billion but many of these programs were contingent upon law
enforcement cooperation and/or participation. The crime bill also featured a gang
component which involved new and stiffer penalties for violent and drug trafficking
crimes committed by gang members.
Dissatisfied with the Crime Bill of 1994, which was being viewed as being soft on
criminals, the GOP house passed another crime bill in 1995. This bill transferred much
of the law enforcement funding to the states based upon the assumption that crime control
is a local issue and local authorities were much more knowledgeable of their needs. This
bill also limited spending on programming and limited the number of appeals for death
row inmates. Moreover, this bill reduces and sometimes eliminates the need for a search
warrant.
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Many states have also enacted local antigang legislation to increase the severity
and certainty of punishment for gang members and establish gang prosecution units to
improve the chances of successfully prosecuting gang crime. These efforts are primarily
created in order to enhance intelligence regarding gang membership and recruitment,
develop key community informants, and create better relationships between crime
witnesses and law enforcement for gang member prosecutions. By successfully
prosecuting gang members utilizing these statutes, law enforcement hopes to overcome
strong feelings of invulnerability and immunity that many gang members feel.
Gang members may also be prosecuted utilizing existing laws. Examples of
utilizing old statutes include certification (transferring jurisdiction from juvenile to adult
court), taking advantage of forfeiture laws (confiscation of vehicles utilized in drive-by
shootings) and filing enhancement charges when the opportunity exists (for example,
crimes committed in or near a school, use of a weapon, elderly victims) (Shelden et al.,
1997). Prosecutors may also utilize conspiracy laws to combat gang crime along with
state drug-kingpin statutes. The National Institute of Justice reports that state conspiracy
laws were used against gang members by 37% of prosecutors in large jurisdictions and
26% of prosecutors in small jurisdictions, while 36% of all prosecutors used state drug
kingpin laws against gang members (Johnson, Webster, & Conners, 1995).
In some jurisdictions, Prosecutors are now able to utilize anti-gang legislation to
confiscate weapons used by gang members, enhanced penalties for vandalism (graffiti),
and prosecute gang members who threaten or use coercive methods of intimidation
against members who want to leave the gang or in an effort to gain recruits.
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Prosecution and enforcement of gang activity is a difficult task. Prosecution of
gang members is often difficult because police often lack adequate intelligence and
structure in order to prove gang participation. The level of witness participation in gang
prosecution is often low and many witnesses lack credibility because they are gang
members themselves. Prosecution of gang cases is also difficult because these cases are
often involved in both the juvenile and adult courts. Effective gang prosecution often
requires specialized knowledge of how to use gang experts in court, prove gang
membership, and execute search warrants. These cases become even more difficult for
violent crimes.
Due to these challenges, many jurisdictions have developed specialized gang units
within police departments and district attorney's offices. A national survey by the
Institute of Law and Justice (ILJ) revealed that 32% ofjurisdictions with populations of
more than 250,000 have gang prosecution units, compared to with only 5% in smaller
jurisdictions (ILJ, 1994). Smaller jurisdictions typically treat gang cases through another
existing specialized unit such as drug task force or tag gang cases as a priority.
One key feature of many gang units is the adoption of vertical prosecution which
occurs when the same district attorney handles the case from the preliminary hearing to
sentencing. This utilizes the specialization of the attorney and allows the attorney to
develop and maintain rapport with key witnesses. A second common characteristic of
gang units across jurisdictions is the development of close working relationships in the
criminal justice community. Prosecutors within these units often have to become more
specialized and community-oriented in dealing with gang crime.
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Prosecutors are also responsible for protecting witnesses in all criminal cases and
must often resort to extraordinary measures to protect witnesses in gang-related cases.
The 1992 National Institute of Justice survey found that 89% of prosecutors in large
jurisdictions and 74% in smaller jurisdictions reported that obtaining the cooperation of
witnesses was a significant problem (Johnson, Webster, & Conners, 1995). Witnesses
were often afraid to cooperate because of possible retaliation and many live in
neighborhoods that frown on informants. Often times these witnesses had a personal
connection with the gang member(s) in question. Many witnesses are also afraid of and
do not trust the police.
Over the past decade, additional statutes that target criminal street gangs have
been enacted in 14 states to augment existing criminal codes in order to cover gang
specific crimes such as drive by shootings (ILJ, 1994). In 2004, Virginia enacted such
legislation initiatives including: modification of gang definitions, enhanced penalties for
gang recruitment and coercion, forfeiture of gang assets, enhanced penalties for
intimidation of witnesses, creation of multi-jurisdictional grand juries for violation of
gang statutes, utilization of gang information in sentencing and bail decisions, enhanced
RICO statutes, strengthening trespassing laws, adding machetes to the list of illegally
concealed weapons, expanding the list of crimes allowable for wiretap orders, enhanced
penalties for transportation of drugs and firearms, and creation of new statutes addressing
hazing of youth gang members. Virginia, like most states, may also utilize existing
criminal law in order to adequately prosecute crimes committed by gang members (ILJ,
1994).
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One limitation of statutes such as RICO is that it may not be fully applied in
actual criminal court processes for several reasons. First, under many state provisions, it
is difficult to prove that a crime is gang related and that the statute is applicable.
Secondly, often times prosecutors feel that it is not worth the extra effort because the
statute is very narrow in scope and the additional penalties are mild. lbird, for fear of
prosecution themselves, some gang members are less likely to testify against their gang
counterparts and are more secretive of their own gang involvement. Finally, some
criminal justice officials oppose antigang statutes that affect charging and sentencing
decisions. For example, some judges resist efforts to utilizing antigang statutes because it
affects their ability to utilize discretion in sentencing.
Miethe and McCorkle (2002) examined a gang prosecution program in two of
Nevada's largest counties, Clark (whose major city is Las Vegas) and Washoe (whose
largest city is Reno) to understand the antigang legislation's effectiveness and frequency
in application. Police estimated that up to 6,000 active gang members and associates
reside in Clark County and 1,000 in Washoe County (Miethe & Mccorkle, 2002).
Nevada incorporated gang sentencing enhancements that cover all felonies.
Such enhancements included additional prosecution for gang related crimes such as
discharging a firearm from a vehicle, procurement and solicitation of a minor to commit
certain crimes, and doubling penalties for felonies committed to promote the activities of
a criminal gang. The additional penalties imposed in these antigang statutes are
mandatory, with the limited ability for granting assistance to law enforcement for
apprehending codefendants. Finally, antigang statutes in Nevada were different than
those imposed in other states by its severity. The gang sentencing enhancement in
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Nevada doubles the term of imprisonment to be served by a gang member. The
additional term must also run consecutively. By comparison, California which admits to
having the worst gang problem only has an additional three year maximum penalty for
gang-related offenses.
Findings from Miethe and McCorkle's (2002) study concluded that the gang
problem in both Reno and Las Vegas were exaggerated. Only about 6% of all violent
charges filed between 1989 to 1995 involved a defendant who was a known gang
member (Miethe & McCorkle, 2002). In addition, contrary to reports that gangs were
controlling drug trafficking, only about 5% of all charges for drug trafficking in Reno
were filed against gang members (Miethe & Mccorkle, 2002). Ironically, media and
police reports of widespread gang problems were responsible for enactment of antigang
legislation and the reallocation of resources for the police department and prosecution.
The results of Miethe and McCorkle's (2002) study indicated that some antigang statutes
were widely used (such as those addressing the use of firearms) whereas others, such as
provisions regarding driveby shootings and sentencing enhancements for gang members,
were rarely used. After controlling for defendant and case attributes, gang prosecution in
Clark and Washoe County demonstrated conviction and incarceration rates comparable to
other prosecution tracks. One significantly positive result of the antigang legislation is
that the threat of conviction under the antigang statute may have served as a major
enticement for a guilty plea for other charges.
In addition to new antigang statutes and specialized gang prosecution units, some
jurisdictions have established gang task force programs. An example of such a program
is the Jurisdiction United for Drug Gang Enforcement (JUDGE). The WDGE program is
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a gang task approach established in San Diego County in 1988 with the support of
Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) Byrne program funds. Pennell and Melton (2002)
sought out to study the state of the program, its evolution over time, and the lessons
learned while conducting a retrospective evaluation. The JUDGE program was initially
created in response to rising levels of gang violence and narcotics distribution and the
overburden felt by probation offices to supervise an extraordinarily large caseload. Early
task force efforts focused on coordinating efforts of three agencies (law enforcement,
probation, and prosecutors) to strictly enforce probation conditions and drug laws for
juvenile gang members with a drug history.
Two populations were targeted by the JUDGE program: juvenile street gang
members who were on probation for drug-related offenses and street gang members not
yet on probation but who were known to be involved in the use, sale, and distribution of
narcotics. The JUDGE program had three primary components: vertical prosecution by
the District Attorney's Office, the Probation Departments narcotics task force, and
special enforcement operations carried out by police. These three agencies worked
together to increase the sharing of information, to assist each other in the execution of
warrants and increase prosecution and probation violation rates for identified offenders.
Data collected for Pennell and Melton's (2002) study included all 289 youths targeted by
the JUDGE program in 1988 and 1989. Data was collected on these youths two years
prior to and two years after they had become targets. Sources for data included arrest
reports, probation reports, criminal history records, and court files. Interviews with
criminal justice personnel involved with the JUDGE program and agencies that
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coordinated with JUDGE staff were also utilized to gauge the process and progress of the
program.
Analysis of the JUDGE program indicated that implementation successfully
identified appropriate targets and methods for offender accountability such as �ornplaints
filed, vertical prosecution, conviction and sentencing. Although 80% of the JUDGE
program participants were rearrested, the number of arrests dropped, and most of these
were for probation violations. Perhaps most importantly, the proportion that involved
drug violations declined substantially. Many of the JUDGE participants continued to be
involved with the criminal justice system and the results suggested that the task fore� had
appropriately identified the small segment of offenders who are particularly crime-prone,
monitoring their behavior closely, and applying sanctions swiftly and with certainty.
The current JUDGE program in San Diego County has expanded its focus to adult
offenders who are on probation or parole and are habitual drug offenders (whether or not
they are identified as gang related), drug-involved documented juvenile gang members,
and discretionary targets. The program still involves cooperation between law
enforcement, probation, and the District Attorney.
The FBI index crimes and gang crimes within San Diego County have continued
to decline over the years (Allnut and Pennell, 2000). However, it is difficult, if not
impossible, to determine if this decline can be attributed to the JUDGE program. The
JUDGE program has continued to operate due to the interests of local criminal justice
administrators who wish to continue an approach that allows the targets to change over
time. As stated in the Bureau of Justice Assistance (2000) report, if task forces are to be
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successful, they must adapt to the existing criminal justice system and adcipt to changes
over time. Apparently, the JUDGE program has done this.
The absence of a control group in Pennell and Melton's (2002) study proved to be
a major limitation of the evaluation. Another limitation is that the harsh treatment of the
offenders may have simply been due to age: As offenders increase the number of
contacts with law enforcement and grow older, arrests are often times prosecuted more
harshly than when they were younger. An appropriate evaluation would have been able
to begin research at the onset of the program and would have involved the selection of a
comparable control group.
Federal Programs
The Gang Resistance Education and Training Program (G.R.E.A.TI is a school
based gang prevention program which targets middle school students (typically ih
graders). The program was funded in 1994 by the National institute of Justice (NIJ) in
cooperation with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (ATF).
The G.R.E.A.T. curriculum consisted of eight lessons provided in nine one hour
sessions administered by law enforcement personnel. The intentions of the lessons were
to provide students with the social skills necessary to say no to gangs and to become
productive members of society. The strategy is a cognitive approach (similar to
D.A.R.E.) intended to produce behavioral and attitudinal changes through instruction,
discussion, and role play. The G.R.E.A.T. program was intended, not only for gang
members, but was designed for all students, unlike most programs that are directed at
only current gang members only.
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Esbensen, Freng, Taylor, Peterson, and Osgood (2002) condqcted a longitudinal
study including relatively equal sized groups of treatment (G.R.E.A.T.) and control (non
G.R.E.A.T.) stuclents at five of the chosen sites and sixth grad� students at a sixth site.
Sites were chosen to represent various geographic locations throughollt the United States
and included more than 3,000 students. Students were given pre-tests and post-tests in
order to compare the two groups on all measures before program intervention. Surveys
were then submitted to the same students in each of the subsequent 4 years.
Based upon follow-up surveys with 5,935 eighth grade students (1 year after
program completion) in 11 cities across the continental U.S., the study found that
students who completed the G.R.E.A.T. program committed fewer delinquent acts and
expressed more favorable attitudes toward law enforcement. Students who completed the
G.R.E.A.T. program also exhibited higher levels of self esteem, attachment to parents,
and a greater commitment to school (Esbensen et al., 2002). Analyses based on a 2-year
follow-up data failed to detect a statistically significant difference in those students who
participated in G.R.E.A.T and those who did not participate in G.R.E.A.T. The 4-year
follow-up analysis, however, resulted in a significant difference between the two groups:
G.R.E.A.T. students reported more positive social attitudes 4 years after the program than
those students who did not participate in G.R.E.A.T.
Upon analysis of the null finding from the two year follow-up, the G.R.E.A.T.
administrators sought to reevaluate and enhance the program. Upon evaluation of the
G.R.E.A.T. program, administrators found that instructors were not actively involving
teachers in the program. Another finding was that lessons relied primarily on lecture and
information dissemination rather than emphasis on activities that make the students
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practice the skills they were taught. In addition, administrators recommended that
follow-up sessions be given to reinforce skills learned in prior years.
Social Interventions
Detached gang worker programs have been one of the most popular and long
lasting gang intervention programs. Unfortunately, the results from these programs have
been disappointing (Klein, 1971; Short & Strodtbeck, 1974; Spergel, 1994; Shelden et al.,
1997). Typically, this approach involves assigning either a probation officer or social
worker to the gang. The essential goal of the probation officer or social worker is to
reach out to the youths and redirect them into constructive community activities instead
of illegal gang activities (Yablonsky, 1997). These programs also typically involve
various kinds of social work, recreational opportunities, tutoring, family and individual
counseling, and job training (Shelden et al., 1997). One such example of a detached gang
worker program was designed by the New York City Youth Board.
The possibility of inaccurately diagnosing gang structure is one problem that has
arisen with detached gang worker programs. In addition, different levels of intervention
are needed for the wannabees versus the core gang members. Wannabees can usually be
reached through the conventional treatment methods of recreation, providing a job, and
some counseling. Treatment for core gang members usually requires working with them
in an institutional setting. Another problem with this program is that sometimes detached
gang workers can overidentify with the gang members, therefore minimizing their impact
as an adequate adult role model. Gang members often take advantage of this
overidentification for money, cigarettes, or any other favors that they can obtain. In these
situations, the worker is reinforcing the behavior instead of modifying the behavior. The
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worker should consciously dismantle the gang, starting with marginal members and
working toward the more core participants. An example of these flaws was identified by
Miller (1974) in a study of the LA Group Guidance Project. The detached gang worker
project actually made delinquency in the community worse, especially among those who
were receiving treatment (Miller, 1974). Klein (1971) also discovered that the attention
paid to the gang members by streetworkers have inadvertently served to increase gang
solidarity.
Psychodrama has also been utilized in treating gangsters. Psychodrama was
invented in 1910 by psychiatrist J.L. Moreno (Yablonsky, 1997). This program was
initially utilized in juvenile reformatories and in a number of prisons. Since then, the
program has been effectively used in a variety of clinics and institutional settings for
delinquents (Yablonsky, 1997). Psychodrama is a natural and automatic process. In a
confidential setting, the psychodrama allows a person to act out their thoughts and play
all of the roles.
During a psychodrama, a person may encounter parents, employers, a spouse, or a
rejecting lover. These other persons are referred to in a psychodrama as "auxiliary egos."
In a session, the auxiliary ego will play the role of a significant other related to the
subject's problem. Participants can see themselves and others by presenting his or her
problems for group discussion and analysis. More importantly, they have the opportunity
to correct their illegal actions in the presented situations. The gangster can attempt to
practice legally conforming roles in the presence of his peers, who quickly detect whether
he or she is conning the group or playing straight. The psychodrama gives the violent
gangster an avenue to act out aggressive behavior and gain insight as to the sources of
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such behavior without actually hurting someone else. The gangster may then learn to
internally verbalize violent impulses rather than assault first and pay the consequences
later. The gangster usually has difficulty in controlling their immediate violent impulses
and do not relate to future consequences. Training in understanding thinking prior to any
actions is therefore often useful in violence prevention through the group process.
The Therapeutic Community (TC) approach was originated in 1958 in Santa
Monica, California by an ex-alcoholic, Charles Dederich, who overcame alcohol
addiction through Alcoholics Anonymous (Yablonsky, 1997). The basic premise behind
these TC programs was that people who have encountered the problem of alcoholism and
overcame the addiction are more capable of assisting and leading others out of their
addiction. The TC graduates, along with the professional therapists, then become the
therapists within the community. The ex-alcoholic could uniquely relate to the new
resident because they had experienced their addiction, had overcome the addiction, and
was able to maintain sobriety. These ex-addicts are able to communicate more openly
than would most therapists. The success rates for TC programs in the prison system and
community have been exceptional for criminals/addicts, including many gangsters. In
general, research data on individuals released from TC programs compared to other
treatment alternatives reveals that the usual 65% recidivism rate has been reversed.
Around 65% of individuals released from a TC program are successful in the community
and are not rearrested for at least three years (Wexler, 1995).
The TC program helps to promote accountability because the administration is
often former criminals who are aware of the games that the residents will play against
them (Yablonsky, 1997). Therefore, residents of TC programs have a harder time
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manipulating and hating the officials in the TC because they have similar backgrounds.
Often, in normal treatment settings, the administration-inmate conflict situation often
contradicts and impedes therapeutic progress for the inmate. The sight of others like
them who have made it also gives the residents of the TC program a sense of confidence.
The residents are also able to encounter understanding and affection from people who are
similar to them. Participants in the TC program also learn that they can now display their
best human emotions and not their worst. Another factor that helps to raise the self
esteem of the members is that they are not identified as inmates, wards, prisoners, or
patients - they are residents. A true TC does not have a we-they caste system. Upward
mobility is possible within the organization and status seeking within the system is
encouraged.
In a TC, perhaps for the first time in their lives, residents assume a significant role
in determining their future, and they have a degree of power in their new family and
community. The TC forces the participants to use verbal discussions rather than violence
to resolve disputes. Groups also allow them to see themselves through the perceptions of
their counterparts which produce valid information and insight. The TC also allows them
to help others and understand the source for their hostility through discussion and the use
of psychodrama, which was previously discussed. The TC also provides on the job
training and educational opportunities (Yablonsky, 1997).
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSION
Gangs have been the focus of a number of researchers since Thrasher (1927)
released his classic study of gang youth in the urban streets of Chicago. A number of
theories have attempted to provide a comprehensive explanation as to the formation and
structure of gangs in the United States. To this date, no such theory exists. One reason is
that no consensus has been reached regarding what defines a gang. Given the complexity
of gang structure demonstrated in this research, a unified definition of the gang will
probably never exist.
What all of these theories have in common is that youth typically seek to join the
gang due to "pushes" or "pulls" within the community or family, or based upon
individual personality traits (Decker & VanWinkle, 1996). Sometimes youth join gangs
because they are "pushed" by issues such as family disruption or fear. Other times they
are "pulled" into the gang due to a sense of obligation or commitment to their community
or family, or feeling a sense of belonging with other gang youth. However, the majority
of the time youth decide to join the gang due to the combination of factors. To youth in
many communities throughout the United States, the benefits of joining the gain appear
to outweigh the negative consequences of gang activity. Many of these youth face severe
family disruption in which they are either abused or abandoned. In addition, they are
surrounded by other gang youth who elicit fear while at the same time offer a sense of
belonging to a group. The gang provides the youth a sense of identity and power in a
world where they view themselves as forgotten and powerless. These youth also live in
communities where joining the gang is considered the "in thing to do" or is the safest
option.
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The current research evaluates the various rituals and symbolism utilized by the
gang to create a sense of unity and obligation among its members. In most gangs,
membership is very fluid and often times difficult to define. Determining what youth are
actual members is often difficult for researchers to determine. More importantly,
defining whether a youth is a gang member is also difficult for law enforcement and rival
gang members.
Also discussed were intervention strategies to minimize gang issues within
communities throughout the United States. Because gangs are complex and involve a
number of intrinsic and extrinsic causes, intervention strategies must also involve
utilization of various methods such as suppression, social intervention, provision of
opportunities, and community organization. Intervention initiatives that do not
incorporate some aspect of all of these methods are doomed to fail. In addition,
intervention initiatives that do not individually address the "pushes" and "pulls" that lead
to the youth joining the gang and that also do not take into consideration the social
context and structure of the gang to which the youth is involved will also fail (Decker &
VanWinkle, 1996).
As demonstrated in the case study of the Gangster Disciples, gangs are a complex
social phenomenon which is created by a variety of social and individual factors. A
detailed analysis of the Gangster Disciples provides a vivid example of how intervention
strategies, if not properly researched, can actually exacerbate the gang problem in many
communities. Unlike most gangs, the Gangster Disciples became a very centralized,
formal organization with defined roles and regulations for its members. One of the main
reasons that the Gangster Disciples were able to grow into one of the most powerful
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gangs in the United States was due to contributions and moral support from misinformed
community leaders and public agencies (Knox & Fuller, 1995). The Gangster Disciples'
charismatic leader, Larry Hoover, utilized government funds to purchase weapons,
business, and recruit members. The Gangster Disciples also predicated upon gang
sympathizers to project a positive image of the gang despite the fact that they are one of
the most violent gangs in the 21st century. Hoover was also able to manipulate political
leaders in order to enhance the gang's reputation. While incarcerated, Hoover was able
to expand his gang within the institution and community based upon the fact that the
Illinois Department of Corrections had poor policies and procedures in place for dealing
with gangs and gang leaders (Knox & Fuller, 1995).
As stated earlier, when Hoover and 38 other members of the Gangster Disciples
were indicted on federal drug charges, federal prosecutors claimed that they had "torn the
head off of the snake." In reality, what law enforcement was able to do was "tear the tail
off the lizard." In other words, just as lizards are able to regenerate their tails, the
Gangster Disciples were able to regenerate into a different but still powerful gang in the
United States. Although prosecution efforts against the Gangster Disciples were very
successful, there is no mention in the literature that additional interventions were utilized.
As stated earlier, utilization of only one type of intervention in most cases only
exacerbates the problem. In essence, the federal prosecution taught the Gangster
Disciples that in order to be successful they must operate with fewer levels of control so
that only individual pockets of the gang could become the focus of law enforcement
attention. In addition, despite the fact that 39 gang members were removed from the
streets of Chicago, the societal forces that feeds the rising of gangs remains intact.
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During times of suppression such as the federal prosecution of the Gangster Disciples,
efforts that address lack of social capital and family disorganization must also be
addressed in order for the intervention to become effective.
Despite the federal confinement of the charismatic Larry Hoover and disruption
of the Gangster Disciples organizational structure, the gang remains one of the most
powerful forces in the 21 st century. Federal prosecution appears to have "spread the
wealth" of the Gangster Disciples to towns and cities throughout the United States. As
stated earlier, it is estimated that the gang membership for the Gangster Disciples is
estimated between 50,000 and 100,000 (US Department of Justice, 2003). In addition the
Gangster Disciples continue to generate an annual revenue in excess of $100 million
from Chicago narcotic sales and street taxes alone (Knox and Fuller, 1995) and allegedly
committed more than 300 homicides in the Chicago area from 1994 through 1999 (NDIC,
2003). Gangster Disciples are also reported to be active in 42 states in the U.S. (NDIC,
2003). Does this sound like a gang that is ready for its demise?
Federal prosecution of the Gangster Disciples provides a vivid example of the
gang's ability to adapt to external forces such as law enforcement. As demonstrated by
the numbers above, despite successful suppression efforts that Gangster Disciples have
continued to grow and create havoc in communities and correctional facilities throughout
the United States. One would guess that if additional intervention methods were utilized
at the same time as these suppression efforts, then many additional gang members would
have "dropped their flag." Without properly addressing the social and environmental
factors that lead to gang formation, suppression efforts will only serve to continually
deplete social capital by removing young men and women from their community so that
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others can take their place in the gang. In most cases, incarceration is viewed as a normal
occurrence and is positively reflected as enhancing the gang member's reputation.
Directions for Future Research
Understanding the complex organization of the Gangster Disciples highlights the
need for the development of an effective methodological design for studying gangs. Due
to changes in American society, some of the findings of earlier theorists no longer apply
to contemporary gangs. However, many of the theories ofTirrasher (1927) and other
pioneers in the area of gang research regarding gang structure and formation still apply to
today's gang. The development of accurate gang theories requires innovative types of
research that gather a variety of data about gangs through diverse methods in a variety of
settings.
Of course, the study of gangs and gang members is not an easy task. Gang
members are not easily approached within their neighborhood. In addition, most gangs
tend to change dramatically over time with such factors as family movement, arrests,
incarceration, police pressure, and drug involvement (Yablonsky, 1997). These factors
change the personnel and structure of the gang, thus affecting researcher's findings.
Many important topics regarding gangs still demand the attention of researcher
and practitioner communities. One area of needed research involves the impact of
ethnicity and gangs, particularly for new immigrant groups (Decker, 2002). Ethnicity
always has been a component of gang research, from Tirrasher (1927) through Whyte
(1943) to the present day and is especially important due to the increasing levels and
complexity ofimmigration. Another area ofneeded research involves the impact of the
media and popular culture in the formation and spread of gangs. Ongoing study on the
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diffusion of gangs, gang forms, and gang symbols is also necessary to understanding
gangs (Decker, 2002).
A further topic in need of study is the link between street gangs and prison gangs.
A large number of gang members are eventually placed in prison and then return to the
streets, but the association between gang members with other imprisoned gang members
and their counterparts on the street remain largely unknown (Decker, 2002). Although
the study of female gang members has increased exponentially in the past few years,
further research is needed regarding the role of gender in gangs. Further research is also
needed to define the gang as a unit of analysis. As stated earlier, it is difficult to
differentiate gangs from individuals and other institutions in the group context (Decker,
2002). Much more research is needed on the group context of gang behavior.
Finally, and most importantly, researchers need to identify effective prevention
and intervention strategies. One area in great need of research is that of suppression
efforts regarding gangs. Very little is known about the role of specialized police units
that focus on gangs, the impact of community policing on gangs, and the long-term
impact of policies that emphasize suppression over other aspects of intervention (Decker,
2002). In addition, very little is known regarding methods that inhibit or enhance gang
membership among children below the age they typically join the gang (Decker, 2002).
In order to ensure program effectiveness, decisions regarding the type of program
implemented needs to be based on research to ensure that they do become counter
productive. Research into the intervention techniques of single programs or multi-agency
programs is also needed. Meaningful gang interventions must also be evaluated to
enhance future efforts for gang prevention. As Klein (1995) notes, the level of funding
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for gang intervention programs is "an inexcusable exercise in public irresponsibility"
(138). In addition, both processes and outcomes must be evaluated, as understanding
how programs are implemented are just as important as understanding the outcomes
(Decker, 2002)
Understanding failures in research design and program implementation and
impact is also important to the future of gang research (Decker, 2002). The research
community can learn a lot from the full disclosure of problems encountered with gang
programs.
Scott Decker (1995) delineates a number of questions for future research: 1)
Does gang membership precede criminal involvement?; 2) What effect, if any, does gang
membership have on other members in the family and consequently, what effect does the
family have on gang members?; 3) What is the process by which gang members leave the
gang?; 4) What factors lead to gang growth?; 5) How do gangs spread from one city to
another?; 6)Are there links between gangs and organized crime groups?; 7)What is the
genesis of inter-gang and intra-gang violence?; 8) How are the roles within gangs
established and how are individuals selected for those roles?; 9)How do economic factors
and motivation play in the actions of gangs and gang members?; 10) What is the
relationship between gang members and social institutions?; 11) What are the protective
factors that keep some individuals from gang membership?; 12) How does the gang
change over time? Yablonsky (1997) poses the following additional questions for future
research: 1) Do gang members manifest emotional pathologies differ significantly from
non-gang youths? 2) Are gangs cohesive groups perceived by some theorists or are they
inchoate structures?
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Despite our best research efforts, it is a given fact that gangs will always exist in
our society. Conclusively, research has demonstrated that if we do not properly address
the social and socioeconomic issues that formulate and feed gangs, violence and
increased incarceration rates will continue. In order to properly ensure gang issues are
addressed, researchers must educate federal and state agencies about the complexities of
gang prevention and intervention strategies. If public and private agencies had been more
informed regarding these issues in the past, supergangs such as the Gangster Disciples
would not have grown into such a destructive force.
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